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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Brendaw Morris <brendawmorris@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: JOC Review
Date: Tue Oct 24 15:20:xxx xxxx xxxx

DD

Dear Brendaw,
My review of the paper JCL 3435 is attached. My recommendation is
to accept the paper subject to minor changes. I don't wish to see it
again. If there are any problems with the attachment, let me know and
I can fax the 2 pages.

I

Cheers
Phil Jones

PPP

At 06:58 PM 10/7/xxx xxxx xxxx, you wrote:
>Professor Michael Mann, Editor of Journal of Climate, has suggested you as a
>possible reviewer of a paper entitled "Differential ENSO and volcanic
>effects on surface and tropospheric temperatures" (JCL-3435 by T. M. L.
>Wigley and B. D. Santer.
>
>Would you please let me know whether or not you will be able to do this
>review? If you accept, we ask that you complete your review by 11/24/00 (if
>possible). Hard copy or e-mail copies of reviews are very acceptable.
>
>Also, if you accept, please send your complete address including telephone
>and fax numbers for our files. Thank you so much.
>
>If you are unable to do this review, suggestions of other potential
>reviewers (and their e-mail addresses) for this paper would be greatly
>appreciated.
>
>Brenda W. Morris
>Editorial Assistant
>Journal of Climate
>
>
>
>
>

>
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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Ben Santer <santer1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Figures for revised version of paper
Date: Wed Oct 25 14:38:xxx xxxx xxxx

DD

Ben,
I hope the surgery next week goes OK. Ruth and I are going away next
week for a short break to Coldstream on the River Tweed. This was the
holiday cottage Matthew had planned to go to for his honeymoon, but the



fuel crisis around his wedding time precluded this. We were able to
negotiate the cottage for a later date, as we could get a refund or
claim on the insurance as a national emergency wasn't declared. So on
Nov 1 we will think about you !
I've listed off the diagrams and will take the text when it comes, but
I won't be able to send you any comments until the week of Nov 6.
Also just sent back comments to Mike Mann on the paper by Tom and
you factoring out ENSO and Volcanoes. Felt like writing red ink all over
it, but sent back a short publish suject to minor revision to Mike. This
is the first time I've ever reviewed one of Tom's or your papers !
Copy of what I sent is attached. I forgot to sign it before sending it !

C

Again hope all is well later next week !

A

Cheers
Phil

PPP

At 06:37 PM 10/24/xxx xxxx xxxx, you wrote:
>Dear All,
>
>Sorry that it has taken me so long to revise our paper. As I mentioned in a
>previous email, I've had to repeat most of the calculations using an improved
>estimate of the pre-eruption reference level temperature (Tref). I've also had
>to look at the sensitivity of our results to uncertainties in Tref. I'd like to
>thank Tom for prompting me to take a critical look at this issue - it's an
>important one. I'd also like to thank the rest of you for all the comments that
>you've sent me. I hope I've addressed them adequately in the revised paper.
>
>Another major change is that, rather than giving results are based on a variety
>of different filtering options -- e.g., estimation of volcano parameters from
>unfiltered data (too noisy) and highly smoothed data (13-term Gaussian filter
>leads to underestimate of volcanically-induced coolingxxx xxxx xxxxwe now only 
give
>results for our "best guess" filtering option,
>a five-term binomial filter. We still discuss sensitivities to tau (the volcanic
>signal decay time) and choice of ENSO index. Restricting attention to one
>filtering option reduces the length of Tables, and hopefully improves the
>clarity of the paper.
>
>I've rewritten the discussion of the iterative method, and we now make it clear
>that although this approach is automated, its implementation still involves a
>number of subjective decisions (filter choice, choice of averaging period for
>estimating pre-eruption reference temperature, choice of tau, etc.) Many of the
>changes made here attempt to address useful comments that I received from Tom.
>
>Lennart and Erich kindly provided me with the SLP data from the GSOP, GSO1 and
>GSO2 integrations. Recall that we did not have this data previously, and so our
>estimation of ENSO signals in GSO1 and GSO2 and of ENSO/volcano signals in GSOP
>was based on simulated Nino 3.4 SSTs only. We've now also used the (simulated)
>SOI to perform ENSO/volcano signal estimation.
>
>Section 5 (discussion of ECHAM4/OPYC results) has been completely rewritten,
>and the ordering of individual subsections should now be more logical. We
>discuss the simulated Pinatubo signal first, then the "ENSO component" of
>simulated temperature trends, and finally residual trends after the removal of
>volcano and ENSO effects.



>
>Today I'm sending you, as postscript attachments, the revised Figures for the
>paper. To simplify things I've encoded the Figure number at the top of the
>postscript file. I don't want to overload your mailboxes, so I'm sending the
>Figures in two separate mail messages. There should be 11 Figures in total.
>Tomorrow I'll send you the revised text of the paper and the Tables. Please let
>me know if you have any problems printing these files. Note that all Figures
>except Figure 7 are in color. Color is not essential for some of the Figures,
>and in the next day or two I'll prepare black-and-white versions of Figues 3, 5,
>6, 8, 9, 10 and 11. But for now I thought you might find it easier working with
>the color versions.
>
>I will be going in for surgery on November 1st, and am not sure how long it will
>be until I get back to my office. I realize that it may not be feasible to
>submit the paper before November 1st. But I'd really appreciate it if you could
>send me comments before November 1st. These will keep me occupied while I'm
>trying to get back on my feet!
>
>With best regards,
>
>Ben
>--
>----------------------------------------------------------------------------
>Benjamin D. Santer
>Program for Climate Model Diagnosis and Intercomparison
>Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
>P.O. Box 808, Mail Stop L-264
>Livermore, CA 94550, U.S.A.
>Tel: (9xxx xxxx xxxx
>FAX: (9xxx xxxx xxxx
>email: santer1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>----------------------------------------------------------------------------

>>>
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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Ben Santer <santer1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Text and Tables of draft JGR paper
Date: Fri Oct 27 08:31:xxx xxxx xxxx

DD

Ben,
All received and printed. The weather forecast for the next few days
is cold and windy, so I'll read this at the cottage in Coldstream.
Hope everything goes OK later next week. I will email comments, hopefully
on Nov 6, maybe Nov 7 if there is a lot of urgent things to do when I
get back.

g

Cheers
Phil

PPP

At 05:18 PM 10/26/xxx xxxx xxxx, you wrote:
>Dear All,



>
>Here are the three postscript files with the title page, main text, and Tables
>for our draft JGR paper. Sorry it took me a bit longer to get these to you.
>Please let me know if you have any problems printing these files. You should
>already have all the Figures that I sent on Tuesday.
>
>I'll be in my office tomorrow and Monday and Tuesday of next week. After Tuesday
>the best way of getting in touch with me is by contacting PCMDI's secretary,
>Harriet Moxley (xxx xxxx xxxx). I hope to be out of hospital and back in my
>office by November 10th. It would be nice if we could submit this paper shortly
>thereafter!
>
>With best regards, and thanks again for all your help,
>
>Ben
>--
>----------------------------------------------------------------------------
>Benjamin D. Santer
>Program for Climate Model Diagnosis and Intercomparison
>Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
>P.O. Box 808, Mail Stop L-264
>Livermore, CA 94550, U.S.A.
>Tel: (9xxx xxxx xxxx
>FAX: (9xxx xxxx xxxx
>email: santer1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>----------------------------------------------------------------------------
>Attachment Converted: "c:eudoraattachvolcano_tables2.ps"
>
>Attachment Converted: "c:eudoraattachdriver_maintext.ps"
>
>Attachment Converted: "c:eudoraattachdriver_titlepage.ps"
>

>

Original Filename: 973374325.txt | Return to the index page | Permalink | Earlier 
Emails | Later Emails

E

From: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: barker,vira
Subject: Fwd: BP funding
Date: Sat Nov 4 16:45:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Any idea who at Cambridge has been benefitting from this BP money?
Mike

M

From: "Simon J Shackley" <Mcysssjs@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Organization: umist
To: m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Date: Thu, 2 Nov 2000 14:44:09 GMT
Subject: BP funding
Reply-to: Simon.Shackley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
CC: robin.smith@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,
brian.launder@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Priority: normal
X-mailer: Pegasus Mail for Win32 (v3.12a)
dear TC colleagues
looks like BP have their cheque books out! How can TC benefit from
this largesse? I wonder who has received this money within Cambridge
University?



Cheers, Simon
17) BP, FORD GIVE $20 MILLION FOR PRINCETON UNIVERSITY
EMISSIONS
STUDY
Auto.com/Bloomberg News
October 26, 2000
Internet: [1]http://www.auto.com/industry/iwirc26_20001026.htm
LONDON -- BP Amoco Plc, the world's No. 3 publicly traded oil
company, and Ford Motor Co. said they will give Princeton
University $20 million over 10 years to study ways to reduce
carbon-dioxide emissions from fossil fuels. BP said it will give
$15 million. Ford, the world's second-biggest automaker, is
donating $5 million. The gift is part of a partnership between the
companies aimed at addressing concerns about climate change.
Carbon dioxide is the most common of the greenhouse gases believed
to contribute to global warming.
London-based BP said it plans to give $85 million in the next
decade to universities in the U.S. and U.K. to study environmental
and energy issues. In the past two years, the company has pledged
$40 million to Cambridge University, $20 million to the University
of California at Berkeley and $10 million to the University of
Colorado at Boulder.

C

References

R

1. http://www.auto.com/industry/iwirc26_20001026.htm
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From: Eric.Steig@xxxxxxxxx.xxx (via the vacation program)
To: k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: away from my mail
Date: Fri, 10 Nov 2000 09:53:xxx xxxx xxxx(EST)

D

I am away for a couple of days. This is an automatic reply. I will reply
to your mail regarding "reminder" when I return on Sunday.

tt
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: jjzeeberg <jzeebe1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: temperature time series
Date: Mon Nov 20 09:41:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Hi Jap
please see the following - I have had the data put on my web site and I will 
slowly put
other data and Figures and Abstracts on there also. Let me know if you have a 
problem
downloading the data. Good luck
Keith
The data you want are included in those listed under -
[1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/qsr1999/
At 03:56 PM 11/17/xxx xxxx xxxx, you wrote:

A



Dear Mr Briffa,
I remind you to send me your temperature reconstructions for northern
Scandinavia and the Polar Urals.
JaapJan Zeeberg
At 02:55 PM 11/14/2000 +0000, you wrote:
>Dear Jap
>I am sorry , but your earlier message must have slipped through the net .
>I will try to look out the data and send them to you in the next couple of
>days or so. Please remind me on thursday if they have not arrived.Best wishes
>Keith
>
>At 02:14 PM 11/13/xxx xxxx xxxx, you wrote:
>
>>Dear Dr Briffa,
>>
>>You may not have received this message the first time I sent it (30/10);
>>
>>I am a PhD-student at the University of Illinois, Chicago. I study the
>>effect of North Atlantic modulated inputs of precipitation and summer warmth
>>on the glacier mass balance of Novaya Zemlya. Results will appear in the
>>January or March-issue of The Holocene.
>>
>>I would like to use your temperature reconstructions for the northern Urals
>>and northern Fennoscandia published in Nature 376, p. xxx xxxx xxxx(1995). I
>>plan to compare the temperature time series with grain size distributions of
>>three sediment cores obtained from Russkaya Gavan', a fjord at north Novaya
>>Zemlya. These cores span the past ~4 centuries.
>>
>>I could not find the requested time series in the NOAA data base and would
>>be grateful if you could provide them.
>>
>>Sincerely
>>
>>JaapJan Zeeberg
>>
>>
>>=======================================
>>JaapJan Zeeberg
>>
>>[2]http://www2.uic.edu/~jzeebe1/news.htm
>>
>>845 W. Taylor Street MC186
>>Chicago, IL 60xxx xxxx xxxx, USA
>>
>>Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
>>Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>>e-mail jzeebe1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>>
>>========================================
>
>--
>Dr. Keith Briffa, Climatic Research Unit, University of East Anglia,
>Norwich, NR4 7TJ, United Kingdom
>Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>
>

>

--



Dr. Keith Briffa, Climatic Research Unit, University of East Anglia,
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, United Kingdom
Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx

P

References

R

1. http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/qsr1999/
2. http://www2.uic.edu/~jzeebe1/news.htm
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: New tree-ring density data
Date: Fri, 01 Dec 2000 12:58:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

C

Scott, Tim,

S

Here's the abstract.

H

If the results pan out, then several us us may want to be discussing this
work on the talk circuit.

w

This is the first stab! Notice how safe (a very results-insensitive abstract!)

T

mike

m

XXVI General Assembly, Spring EGS Meeting

X

Comparison of Large-Scale Proxy-Based Temperature Reconstructions Over the
Past Few Centuries

P

MANN, M.E.; RUTHERFORD, S; OSBORN, T.J.

M

OA28.0 Study of past climates: Climate of the past millennium

O

JOUZEL, J.; (co-conveners: JONES, P.D.; MANN, M.E.)

J

Comparison of Large-Scale Proxy-Based Temperature Reconstructions Over the
Past Few Centuries

P

M.E. Mann(1), S. Rutherford(1), and T.J. Osborn(2)

M

(1) Univ. of Virginia, USA, (2) Climate Research Unit, Univ. East Anglia, UK

(

A promising approach to the problem of reconstructing patterns of past
climate variability
involves the application of spatial climate field reconstruction (CFR)
techniques to networks of proxy
climate indicators (e.g., Mann et al 1998;2000--see
http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/paleo/ei/ei_cover.html).
This approach seeks to exploit the complimentary information in a diverse
network of proxy indicators by determining the most consistent
relationships between these
networks of data and the leading spatial patterns of climate variability
during a recent "calibration" period of overlap with the modern



instrumental record.
The calibrated relationship is then used to estimate large-scale patterns
of climate variability
in the past from the proxy data. This method makes no assumptions regarding
the relationship between a given proxy indicator and specific local
annual/seasonal climate variable, but
does assume that the proxy indicator is tied to some combination of
large-scale patterns of climate variability.
Alternatively, it is possible to estimate large-scale temperature
patterns from a relatively homogenous network
of proxy climate indicators (e.g., tree-ring density data--see Briffa et
al, 1998) by invoking
a local calibration between each climate indicator and the climate variable
(e.g., summer temperature)
of interest. This approach is more conservative in the amount of
information it seeks to
extract from the proxy data network, but it is free from assumptions
regarding the large-scale
patterns of past climate variability. Recent reconstructions of Northern
Hemisphere annual-mean and
warm-season temperature patterns using these respective approaches and data
show some similarities,
but also some important differences. Here we investigate these differences
more closely, examining
the sensitivity of Northern Hemisphere temperature pattern reconstructions
to (a) the underlying
proxy data used, (b) the particular method used to estimate large-scale
patterns from these data,
and (c) the target seasonality of the reconstruction. By controlling
independently for each of these
three factors, we gain insight into the reasons for differences between
various proxy-based estimates
of past large-scale temperature variability.
_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.html

hh
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From: Eric Steig <esteig@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: <masson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, jouzel@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, ddj@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
fujii@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tas.van.omnen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, vimeux@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
<fisher@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <ethompso@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <Koerner@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
edw@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, clow@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: No Subject
Date: Tue, 12 Dec 2000 11:55:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: <raynaud@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, steig@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

C

Dear Colleagues

D

At the HIHOL meeting in Avignon in October, several of us (Steig, van



Ommen, Dahl-Jensen, Vimeux) agreed to write a review paper addressing
Holocene climate change as viewed from polar ice core records. The main
task of writing and organizing this paper has fallen upon Tas and Eric, and
we are writing to solicit your interest, support, and contribution. We
would appreciate hearing from each of you with comments on our proposed
plan, requests for clarification and (hopefully) data sets. We hope you
will be interested in working with us on this project. Note that the
deadline for completion is the end of March, 2001.

d

Although the question of Holocene climate change has obviously been
addressed in numerous papers on individual ice core records (and most
recently in the Masson et al. review of Antarctic records in QR), we
believe that
it would be valuable to select the best-understood, best dated, polar ice core
data from both hemispheres and put them in a single paper. We also think
that the paper should be limited only to

t

1) data that address directly the TEMPERATURE history at high latitudes --
the information
we get from isotopes and from borehole reconstructions -- as opposed e.g.
to atmospheric circulation changes that one gets from the chemistry record,
and

a

2) discussion of the long-term variations, as opposed to short term
variations such as the Little Ice Age.

v

The intention here is not to be exclusive of either people or ideas, but to
limit the scope of the paper so that it is as definitive a document as
possible. Of particular interest is the "simple" question of the timing
and magnitude of the "thermal maximum", the subsequent Holocene cooling,
and their relationship to insolation forcing. This was a major question at
the HIHOL meeting and we do not believe it was adequately resolved there.

t

Our vision is a summary paper that not only reproduces already-published
work, but that carefully quantifies the uncertainties inherent in each of
the reconstructions. Of particular interest are the possible affects of
elevation change on the records, and uncertainties in the timescales. We
cannot say a priori what the conclusions of this paper will be. An example
might be that the "thermal maximum" was actually warmer than present - a
major issue of contention in the popular literature - and was more-or-less
simultaneous in both polar regions. If this is correct, it will be a
useful service to the paleoclimate community to demonstrate it.
Alternatively, we may find after carefully looking at the data that we
CANNOT reach such a conclusion. This would be an equally important result.

C

How should we proceed? Our suggestion is that those who are willing to
participate send their favorite ice-core based temperature reconstructions
to us, providing the best available timescales and a brief description of
the uncertainties you ascribe to the reconstruction. We will compile the
data and produce both 1) a single file containing all the data, and 2) a
PDF figure comparing all the independent temperature reconstructions. We
can then intitiate discussion around a common figure, so that everyone is
looking at exactly the same information. The last 11,000 years would be
considered the appropriate time interval to consider. We do not wish to
confuse matters by including the glacial-interglacial transition!

c

Data sets that we think would be particularly important include the
following. Note that we will probably need to include other authors.



This is just a preliminary list and is not intended to exclude anyone.
We are also aware that some of these data are so far unpublished but we
hope that they could be included anyway, perhaps in "smoothed" form (?).

h

1) Isotope profiles from Vostok, Byrd (and EPICA, if possible), on the
most-accepted timescales (Francoise).

m

2) Isotope profiles from Taylor Dome and Siple Dome, Dye 3 and GISP2 (Eric).

2

3) Isotope profile from Dome Fuji (Fujii)

3

3) Isotope profiles and borehole temperatures from Law Dome core(s) (Tas,
Vin).*

V

4) Isotope data from GRIP (and from N-GRIP if possible) (Dorthe)

4

4) Borehole data from Taylor Dome, GISP2, Dye 3 (Gary, Ed).*

4

5) Borehole data from GRIP (and N-GRIP if possible) (Dorethe)

5

6) Isotope, meltlayer frequency, and borehole T data from the Canadian ice
caps (David, Fritz)

c

7) Meltlayer data from other sites (GISP2 - Alley?)

7

*The Law and Taylor Dome records only go to mid Holocene but would still be
very useful here!

v

Other suggestions for data sets and people to contact?

O

Again, please reply to this email with your comments, criticisms concerns,
request for clarification and (hopefully) data sets!

r

Thanks!

T

Warm regards to all,

W

Eric Steig & Tas van Ommen

EEE
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From: Eric Steig <steig@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Valerie Masson-Delmotte <masson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Eric Steig 
<esteig@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: HILOL "optima"?
Date: Thu, 14 Dec 2000 10:30:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: jouzel@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, ddj@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, fujii@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
tas.van.ommen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, vimeux@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, fisher@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
ethompso@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Koerner@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, edw@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
clow@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, raynaud@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Valerie Masson 
<masson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>

<

Valerie, Francoise et al.

V

We also were suprised by the "conclusion" that there was a 9-7 ka optimum.



This probably arose from a statement by Greg Zielinski regarding the Arctic
records. In any case, the article by Dominique and Kieth was just a rough
draft -- we have pointed out the mistake to them and I expect we will all
see a final version anyway!

s

Regarding the subject of the HIHOL paper, we agree that there are already
many papers published that dicuss the temperature interpretation of
isotopic records during the Holocene. What has not been done, however, is
to include the best Holocene records from both polar regions in a single
paper, nor to make a specific comparison of the timing and magnitude of the
optimum (or optima). For example, the elevation effect on the long-term
trends for East Antartica has been discussed (Masson et al., 2000) but not
quantified. Of course quantifying this effect is difficult but our paper
could put useful error estimates, for example, on the amount of cooling in
the late Holocene. We do not of course wish to compete with Sigfus, but
his paper will be more limited in geographic focus than ours and will
include new data that we will not use. It would be good to include NGRIP
borehole temperatures if we can, but this is not necessary. Even the GRIP
and GISP2 records show very clearly the Holocene optimum. Our suggestion
would be to let Dorethe decide on that, in consultation with Sigfus.

w

In our vision, one of the key features of the Holocene article will be its
deliberately limited scope and confinement to observation rather than
speculation about causes of climate change. We think that to involve
modelers and oceanographers makes it difficult to keep the focus and is
rather beyond the intended purposes of the Holocene volume. Keep in mind
that modelling was looked at separately at the HIHOL meeting and we believe
that the modelers at the meeting are planning their own contribution to the
volume.

v

As mentioned earlier, we think the best way to get the paper going is to
begin soon the process of simply collating data sets and putting them all
on one graph. We can then discuss the details of the paper with the same
image in front of each of us.

i

We hope that you can agree more-or-less with the above, and that others on
our email list will also provide some input. We are of course open to
further discussion!

f

Further comments?

F

Eric and Tas

EE

At 12:07 PM 12/13/00 +0100, Valerie Masson-Delmotte wrote:
>
>Dear Eric and Tas, dear collegues,
>
>First, thank you for your initiative in motivating a comparison of ice
>isotope and borehole temperature records from both hemispheres from the
>Holocene. We think that it is important to position this work with respect
>to other related studies. There are in particular several papers already
>discussing the temperature interpretation of isotopic records during the
>Holocene (see below for Greenland; correcting the isotopic profiles in
>Antarctica from trends due to SST or ocean isotopic composition changes,
>based on the deuterium excess).
>
>As Dorthe will probably confirm, there is an ongoing work conducted by



>Sigfus Johnsen to be submitted to Journal of Quaternary Sciences next
>year, aiming at comparing all the Greenland Holocene temperature and
>isotopic profiles (including North GRIP).
>
>Therefore we think that it important to better define the scope of the
>HILOL possible paper (comparing north and south Holocene isotopic records
>and discussing the climate mechanisms involved) more than discussing the
>temperature imprint on water isotope records for instance.
>
>Second, we are still under the shock of the HILOL conclusions, mentionning
>a widespread Antarctic temperature optimum supposely seen in all ice cores
>between 9 and 7 ka BP! In our paper published in Quaternary Research in
>november 2000 (data presented by Francoise at HILOL), we had a careful
>comparison of 11 existing Holocene Antarctic isotopic records (but
>without Dome F, so without ice cores in the Atlantic sector). Although we
>had no control on the independent time scales of these ice cores, they are
>all precisely dated during the transition and there is no doubt from the
>simple view of the raw isotopic (deuterium or oxygen 18) data, that they
>all exhibit a clear optimum from 11.5 to 9 ka BP, followed by a relative
>minimum at around 8 ka BP. Now, the sites located around the Ross Sea show
>a mid Holocene optimum (8 to 6 ka BP), whereas in East Antarctica (apart
>from Dome C and Taylor Dome) a third "warm" interval can be seen later (6
>to 3 ka BP). This is why we were quite surprised to hear about an optimum
>between 9 and 7 ka BP in Antarctica.
>
>Last, if the HILOL possible paper is supposed to discuss the different
>timing of the major optima in the north and the south high latitudes,
>then it would greatly benefit from including climate modellers using
>intermediate complexity models (such as CLIMBER) and oceanographers (to
>discuss the possible role of changes in the north Atlantic circulation in
>the first half of the Holocene).
>
>In such a framework, we are obviously willing to participate in the
>climate mechanisms discussion and of course provide the isotopic data
>measured at LSCE (e.g. Dome B, Vostok, "old" Dome C and EPICA Dome C). For
>Byrd, you need to contact the Danish group.
>
>Sincerely,
>
> Valerie and Francoise.
>
>_______________________________________________________________________
>Laboratoire des Sciences LSCE UMR CEA/CNRS 1572 Bat 709
>du Climat et de l'Environnement L'Orme des Merisiers CEA Saclay
>Tel. (xxx xxxx xxxx xxx xxxx xxxxGif sur Yvette cedex
>Fax. (xxx xxxx xxxx France
>

>>>
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From: Martin Welp <Martin.Welp@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: gberz@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, juergen.engelhard@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, schlueter@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
gerd-rainer.weber@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, zimmermeyer@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
jan.rispens@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, guentherr@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, gretz@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
siegfried.jacke@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, paul.bergweiler@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 



kohl.harald@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, klaus.hasselmann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
schellnhuber@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Carlo.Jaeger@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tol@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
ccarraro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, ola.johannessen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
wokaun@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, f.gruber@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, baldur.eliasson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
sengbusch@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, buchner.barbara@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
Ottmar.Edenhofer@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Martin.Welp@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: ECF
Date: Thu, 01 Feb 2001 17:59:03 +0100

D

Dear friends of the ECF,

D

Attached I send you:
- An executive summary of the ECF (to be revised anytime on the basis of
your suggestions),
- The current version of the ECF "Manifesto" (to be revised anytime on the
basis

b
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From: "John L. Daly" <daly@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Chick Keller <ckeller@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Hockey Sticks again
Date: Sat, 10 Feb 2001 21:47:57 +1100
Reply-to: daly@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Cc: "P. Dietze" <p_dietze@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, mmaccrac@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Michael E Mann 
<mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, wallace@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Thomas 
Crowley <tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
sfbtett@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, daly@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, onar@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
jarl.ahlbeck@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, richard@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, McKitrick 
<rmckit@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Bjarnason <agust@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Harry Priem 
<priem@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, vinmary.gray@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, balberts@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Martin 
Manning <m.manning@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Albert Arking <arking@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Sallie 
Baliunas <baliunas@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Jack Barrett <100436.3604@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Sonja 
Boehmer-Cristianse <sonja.b-c@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Nigel Calder <nc@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
John Christy <christy@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, cpaynter@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
driessen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, dwojick@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Myron Ebell <mebell@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
Ellsaesser <hughel@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, John Emsley <j.emsley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Jim 
Goodridge <jdg@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, gsharp@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Peter Holle 
<cog@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Douglas V Hoyt <dhoyt1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "W. S. Hughes" 
<wsh@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Wibj

<
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Wally
Date: Mon, 26 Feb 2001 09:03:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tom crowley <tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

t

Dear Phil,

D

Thanks for your response. I agree that I think these folks just don't quite
seem to get it! Anyways, I've pasted in the text of Broecker's piece below
(everything there but the figure. Trust me, the figure isn't worth looking



at anyways). Will be very interested to hear your thoughts after reading
this...

t

mike

m

PALEOCLIMATE:
Was the Medieval Warm Period Global?

W

Wallace S. Broecker*

W

The reconstruction of global temperatures during the last millennium can
provide important clues for how
climate may change in the future. A recent, widely cited reconstruction
(1) leaves the impression that the
20th century warming was unique during the last millennium. It shows no
hint of the Medieval Warm
Period (from around 800 to 1200 A.D.) during which the Vikings colonized
Greenland (2), suggesting
that this warm event was regional rather than global. It also remains
unclear why just at the dawn of the
Industrial Revolution and before the emission of substantial amounts of
anthropogenic greenhouse gases,
Earth's temperature began to rise steeply.

E

Was it a coincidence? I do not think so. Rather, I suspect that the
post-1860 natural warming was the
most recent in a series of similar warmings spaced at roughly 1500-year
intervals throughout the present
interglacial, the Holocene. Bond et al. have argued, on the basis of the
ratio of iron-stained to clean
grains in ice-rafted debris in North Atlantic sediments, that climatic
conditions have oscillated steadily
over the past 100,000 years (3), with an average period close to 1500
years. They also find evidence for
the Little Ice Age (from about 1350 to 1860) (3). I agree with the authors
that the swing from the
Medieval Warm Period to the Little Ice Age was the penultimate of these
oscillations and will try to
make the case that the Medieval Warm Period was global rather than regional.

m

One difficulty encountered when trying to reconstruct Holocene temperature
fluctuations is that they were probably less than 1

f
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From: tom crowley <tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Wally
Date: Mon, 26 Feb 2001 11:18:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

p

Mike,

M

you are really the most appropriate person to be the lead author on this -
I was just volunteering myself as the unfortunate soul who has to bear the
brunt of Wallys wrath



b

Tom

T

ps Peck would be fine of course but I don't know whether we want to get
him tangled up in the acrimony - we could of course ask for his comments
beforehand

bbb

>HI Tom,
>
>Thanks--I was thinking this too. Ray held out a real olive branch to Wally
>by the extremely balanced piece he wrote in Science last year (some of us
>thought he caved in a bit too much!). So there was absolutely no reason for
>Wally to write this piece.
>
>If Julie Uppenbrink gives us the go-ahead, I say lets do as Tom suggests. I
>think this has a lot more cachet if all on this list are willing to sign on
>as co-authors.
>
>Regarding primary authorship: On the one hand, it would be appropriate for
>me tsince it is primarily Mann et al that is explicitly under attack here,
>though all of us are implicitly under attack. However, I think the piece
>carries a lot more weight if it is authored by someone of Wally's stature,
>and I think Tom far better fits the bill in this regard. So if Tom is
>willing to bear the brunt of this, I would definitely endorse him being
>primary author.
>
>I would argue to include Peck too, but I think this would be a conflict for
>him, as he is pretty close to Wally. So best to leave it w/ the current
>group in my opinion. Lets pursue this further once Phil hears back from J.U...
>
>mike
>
>At 09:16 AM 2/26/xxx xxxx xxxx, tom crowley wrote:
>>Hi all,
>>
>>I vote for a response - quick and to the point - itemized in fact.
>>
>>The only problem is somehow has to volunteer to be the sacrificial lamb as
>>first author - that person will almost certainly be badgered by Wally and
>>probably charged with some trumped up unethical piece - he will also
>>probably try to subvert the review process by contacting the Editor of
>>Science. This is not paranoia - Wally did exactly this when some people
>>(some at Lamont!) questioned his conveyor explanation for the LIA that came
>>out in Science a year or so ago. He was actually screaming at some of
>>these people in the Lamont lunch room.
>>
>>That said, I say we must bite the bullet and do it - Wally doesn't like me
>>anyway so it wouldnt make as much a difference to me if I volunteered to go
>>to the slaughter but if there is anyone else who wants to take the lead,
>>thats fine with me!!
>>
>>Tom
>>
>>ps as I indicated the other day I will be in only until this Friday after
>>which I am out for a month - I could write enough to get us going and then
>>hand it over to someone else to deal with the submission business (MIke?)



>>
>>
>>>Thanks a bunch Phil,
>>>
>>>Will look forward to hearing back w/ more info. I talked to Dick Kerr last
>>>week about related stuff (an IPCC article he's writing) and he made no
>>>mention of this at all! I wonder who did commission this, and why?
>>>
>>>mike
>>>
>>>At 02:51 PM 2/26/01 +0000, Phil Jones wrote:
>>>>A
>>>>
>>>>
>>>>
>>>>
>>>>
>>>>
>>>> Mike,
>>>> I've had a quick read and sent an email to Julia Uppenbrink to get her
>>>>views as
>>>> she commissioned our piece. Also asked about a response, particularly on
>>>the
>>>> high and low frequency indicators. I was going to send Wally two papers
>>>> (Sarah Raper's on linking trees and glaciers in J. Glaciol. and Brian
>>>>Luckman's
>>>> in The Holocene, where the two are also linked but only in a qualitative
>>>>way).
>>>> From the weekend it was clear he had no ideas about these. His lack of
>>>>knowledge
>>>> of density data in trees come through in the article as well.
>>>> In Maine he also went on at length about the Stine work. and seems to
>>>>in this
>>>> piece as well. Malcolm should know all about this.
>>>> I'm going to go home soon as I'm getting knackered, but I'll email you
>>>>Julia's
>>>> response. I think she'll find out who asked Wally to do it, as he
>>>>implied to me it
>>>> was.
>>>>
>>>> Cheers
>>>> Phil
>>>>
>>>> PS Meant to say at the start that I see your points. Thanks for pasting
>>>>it to us.
>>>>
>>>>
>>>>
>>>>Prof. Phil Jones
>>>>Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
>>>>School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
>>>>University of East Anglia
>>>>Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>>>>NR4 7TJ
>>>>UK
>>>>---------------------------------------------------------------------------
>>>-
>>>



>>>>
>>>>
>>>>
>>>_______________________________________________________________________
>>> Professor Michael E. Mann
>>> Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
>>> University of Virginia
>>> Charlottesville, VA 22903
>>>_______________________________________________________________________
>>>e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
>>> http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.html
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>Thomas J. Crowley
>>Dept. of Oceanography
>>Texas A&M University
>>College Station, TX 77xxx xxxx xxxx
>>xxx xxxx xxxx
>>xxx xxxx xxxx(fax)
>>xxx xxxx xxxx(alternate fax)
>>
>>
>>
>>
>_______________________________________________________________________
> Professor Michael E. Mann
> Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
> University of Virginia
> Charlottesville, VA 22903
>_______________________________________________________________________
>e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
> http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.html

>>>>

Thomas J. Crowley
Dept. of Oceanography
Texas A&M University
College Station, TX 77xxx xxxx xxxx
xxx xxxx xxxx
xxx xxxx xxxx(fax)
xxx xxxx xxxx(alternate fax)

xxx
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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,"Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Wally
Date: Mon, 26 Feb 2001 12:04:32 +0000
Cc: <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,"Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, tom crowley 
<tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
<rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,<tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 



<mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

<

<x-flowed>

<

Dear All,
I was away over the weekend at Bowdoin College in Maine, giving a
talk about the
last 1000 years. There were three others as well on other paleo aspects,
Richard Alley,
Gary Clow and Wally Broecker ! The latter briefly mentioned to me that
he had had
something in last Friday's Science, which was getting at the Mann et al.
series. He
didn't have a copy so we've not seen it here yet. I tried to get a copy
of Science on
the bookstand at Logan airport last night - I guess it's not sold that way !
Wally was going on about this 1500 yr cycle of Bond's, which seemed
pretty flimsy.
I was showing all the various series in a general talk - and I used some
of the overheads
from the upcoming Science paper. This is due to appear in the issue for
the last week
of April. It is all accepted now. I will forward if you'll all abide by
the Science rules. Both
Wally and Alley seem convinced that the climate of Greenland changed by
10 C in
the space of 2-3 years at times in the past (Y Dryas etc). I had long
talks with both
and they don't seem to have got their heads around spatial scales (local
changes
and hemispheric). Also they don't seem to realise where we are coming
from. He
has a downer on trees (believes all the multiproxy series depend
exclusively on
trees) but he thinks Ed Cook is a great scientist. The latter is true,
but he might
just think that because he's at Lamont. I did tell him that Keith's paper
on the age
banding is out in JGR. I should send him a reprint and maybe ask that great
scientist to go and explain it to him ! Ed's in NZ at the moment. Also
Wally believes
much more in glacier advances/retreats. I'll get Keith to send him
Sarah's paper
where the long Tornetrask reconstruction is shown to agree with Storglaciaren
advance/retreat dates from moraine evidence. Also Sarah's been working on
similar
glaciers in the Swiss Alps with long tree-ring reconstructions. One
interesting
thing was he didn't seem to realise that a lot of the tree-ring
reconstructions use
density. Seemed to think they were all ring widths and there had to be
moisture
changes we were not accounting for.
It is easy to respond to a Perspectives piece. Some of you did it
with respect to
one of mine. I'm not sure it will achieve much - it won't come out before
the paper
in the last week of April. I need to wait to se what he says. Our paper



(me, Tim and
Keith) clearly says that the MWP couldn't have been warmer (for the NH
average)
than the late 20th century.
Another possible reason for not doing anything is that the IPCC
report will be out
soon. The summary is written in pretty clear language.
The above is my first thoughts, not having read the piece and just
got off the
flight back.

f

Best to ignore Woijcek. All he seems to want to do is deflect us into
responding.

r

Cheers
Phil

PPP

At 11:47 25/02/xxx xxxx xxxx, mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx wrote:
>Dear all,
>WHat mechanism does "Science" have for repsonding to Perspective pieces? Most
>of the answer to Wally is contained within his own piece - he comments on the
>ambiguity of the record, which, in various ways, we have all done. What he
>doesn't offer, however, is anything other than an anecdotal alternative. As
>always, he seeks to damn ( in this case with faint praise) the records or
>work
>that don't serve his purpose , and to elevate any scrap of evidence that does
>serve it. I think it will be important for us to stick closely to what we
>have
>written in published papers. CHeers, MAlcolm
>
>Quoting "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>:
>
> > Dear Phil, Ray,
> >
> > What do you guys think. If we're all on board, than an appropriately
> > toned,
> > "high road" response here might be appropriate. We don't want to engage
> > Wally in a personal battle, but simply should correct the record where
> > Wally has muddied it. Again, Phil et al do have a Science article in
> > press
> > that serves this purpose to some extent, so I'm especially interested in
> > what
> > Phil thinks (Phil?)...
> >
> > mike
> >
> > At 02:52 PM 2/24/xxx xxxx xxxx, mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx wrote:
> > >Dear Mike et al., I think we should definitely let Wojick stew in his
> > own
> > >juice - as Mike pointed out to me the other day he, and his like, have
> > a
> > >specific agenda, and anything we write will be pressed into the service
> > of
> > that
> > >agenda. I'm not so sure about Wally. I share Tom's disinclination to
> > get



> > into a
> > >street fight with Wally - generally I take the view that life's too
> > short and
> > >uncertain for such activities. On the other hand, would we let such a
> > shoddy
> > >piece of work(and editing) go by if it were from another author? There
> > are so
> > >many holes in Wally's argument, and such a selective choice of evidence
> > that it
> > >should beggar belief. One of the more obvious holes is that he writes
> > of the
> > >Great Basin droughts of the 10th through 14th centuries as proof of
> > warmer
> > >conditions then, but doesn't explain why we don't have such conditions
> > now.
> > >Interestingly, Larry Benson, Dave Meko and others have good evidence
> > that
> > these
> > >same multidecadal periods were marked by a great excess of
> > precipitation
> > just a
> > >few hundred miles north in northern Nevada and California and southern
> > Oregon.
> > >He just hasn't grasped that the methods that are appropriate for
> > tracking the
> > >consequences of major changes in boundary conditions don't work in the
> > late
> > >Holocene. I've been trying to figure out the issue of "Was there a
> > Medieval
> > >Warm Period, and if so where and when" for a decade or so, and still
> > have the
> > >impression that the records for the 9th through 14th centuries are
> > extremely
> > >mixed. But then, I didn't come to the investigation with a certain
> > knowledge of
> > >the absolute truth, and have had to 'misfortune' to work with people
> > who let
> > >careful analysis get in the way - Henry Diaz, Ray and Mike, and others.
> >
> > >Anyway, the point of this rant is that I think we should give careful
> > >consideration to making a measured response to Wally. Cheers, Malcolm
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >Quoting "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>:
> > >
> > >> Hi Tom,
> > >>
> > >> Thanks for your quick reply. I agree with you entirely. I think its
> > very
> > >> unfortunate he's chosen to disinform the community rather than engage
> > in
> > >> a
> > >> constructive dialogue (we tried the latter w/ him in a series of
> > emails
> > >> last
> > >> year, but clearly to no avail).



> > >>
> > >> On the other hand, think that a war of words w/ Broecker would be
> > >> exploited
> > >> by the skeptics, and perhaps we should just try to let this thing
> > die...
> > >>
> > >> I'm not sure. I'd appreciate knowing what others think?
> > >>
> > >> mike
> > >>
> > >> At 10:25 AM 2/24/xxx xxxx xxxx, tom crowley wrote:
> > >> >Mike,
> > >> >
> > >> >I was not aware of the Broecker piece - I am dismayed but not
> > >> surprised. I
> > >> >do not know what to do - I personally cannot stand the combative
> > >> personal
> > >> >approach Broecker relishes but it does seem as if some rebuttal is
> > >> called
> > >> >for. Maybe you Ray Phil I and Malcolm could pen a response - we are
> > >> >heading to Germany in a week, for a month, so I am not sure how much
> > I
> > >> can
> > >> >keep up on this but it seems as if some response is called for.
> > >> >
> > >> >What think ye?
> > >> >
> > >> >Tom
> > >> >
> > >> >
> > >> >>Dear Mike,
> > >> >>
> > >> >>Thanks for passing this along.
> > >> >>
> > >> >>Wojick of course completely misrepresents Broecker, and puts his
> > >> >>conventional intellectually dishonest spin on this.
> > >> >>
> > >> >>That having been said, it is a bit disappointing that Wally
> > continues
> > >> to
> > >> >>cling to some of his flawed beliefs which aren't supported from
> > either
> > >> our
> > >> >>best current understanding of the observations or of the results of
> > >> careful
> > >> >>modeling experiments. My own perception is that the climate
> > community,
> > >> >>modelers as well as observationalists, simply don't take seriously
> > >> anymore
> > >> >>the idea that the history of climate change over the past 1000
> > years
> > >> is
> > >> >>part of an internal oscillation. The sediment core evidence oft
> > cited
> > >> by
> > >> >>Broecker (e.g. Bond et al) for this is tremendously weak, and I, as
> > >> well as
> > >> >>the vast majority of my colleagues, simply don't buy it for even a



> > >> second.
> > >> >>But people don't like to challenge Broecker publically. He can and
> > >> will
> > >> >>play hardball.
> > >> >>
> > >> >>There is an odd irony. Broecker refused to accept the modeling
> > >> evidence
> > >> >>that the 100 kyr ice age Pleistocene variations were part of an
> > >> internal
> > >> >>oscillation paced by insolation variations, favoring instead the
> > >> >>discredited notion that they were a direct response to (too weak)
> > >> >>eccentricity forcing, until the evidence became insurmountable
> > (from
> > >> my
> > >> >>adviser, Barry Saltzman, may he rest in piece, and people like Dick
> > >> >>Peltier). Ironically, Broecker then took credit for the very
> > >> proposition he
> > >> >>had fought w/ tooth and nail.
> > >> >>
> > >> >>Broecker is even more wrong, and unfortunately equally stubborn, in
> > >> this case.
> > >> >>And, again, the reason: because his pet theory, that climate
> > >> variability is
> > >> >>a simple millennial oscillation, is finally being challenged w/
> > hard
> > >> data
> > >> >>and hard facts.
> > >> >>
> > >> >>Broecker misrepresents the nature of that data that we and others
> > have
> > >> >>used, and misunderstands the source of the muted hemispheric trends
> > >> (there
> > >> >>*is* a hemispheric "medieval warm period" and "little ice age",
> > just
> > >> not of
> > >> >>the magnitude or the distinctiveness that Broecker imagines).
> > >> Individual
> > >> >>regions in our reconstructions, and Phils, and others, vary by
> > several
> > >> >>degrees C, ie, the proxies we use have no problem whatsoever in
> > >> resolving
> > >> >>high-amplitude temperature variations in the past. The problem is
> > that
> > >> when
> > >> >>we look at the different regions we find that periods of cold and
> > >> warm
> > >> >>often occur at very different times in different regions, and so in
> > a
> > >> >>hemispheric or global average, a lot of purely regional variability
> > >> cancels
> > >> >>out. The resulting trends are somewhat smaller. I remained
> > befuddled
> > >> as to
> > >> >>why Wally doesn't understand this point. Its been explained to him
> > >> time and
> > >> >>time again. Maybe he's just not listening, or doesn't want to
> > >> listen...
> > >> >>



> > >> >>In fact, Tom Crowley has clearly shown that the observed millennial
> > >> >>temperature reconstruction is precisely consistent w/ our
> > >> understanding of
> > >> >>*forced* climate change over the past 1000 years (solar changes,
> > >> volcancic
> > >> >>output, and recent greenhouse gas concentrations). There is, simply
> > >> put, no
> > >> >>room for a global millennial internal oscillation. Regionally, such
> > >> types
> > >> >>of climate phenomena, associated for example with changes in the
> > North
> > >> >>Atlantic ocean circulation, are supported by the observations. This
> > >> >>explains why, for example, European temperature variations are
> > >> somewhat
> > >> >>larger than those in other regions not effected so strongly by such
> > >> climate
> > >> >>processes.
> > >> >>
> > >> >>Other recent perspectives, by Ray Bradley and myself provide a far
> > >> more
> > >> >>balanced and nuanced (and less dogmatic or defensive) viewpoint.
> > I'm
> > >> not
> > >> >>sure a written response to Broecker is worthwhile (this is,
> > afterall,
> > >> a
> > >> >>"perspective" and everyone understands that a scientist may have a
> > >> flawed
> > >> >>perspective). If Wally wants this to be his legacy, so be it...
> > >> >>
> > >> >>Phil and others have a review article coming out in the near future
> > >> which
> > >> >>also provides a much more balanced perspective on the climate
> > changes
> > >> of
> > >> >>the past millennium, and will set the record straight once again
> > (good
> > >> >>timing Phil!). Science's embargo policy prevents me from saying
> > much
> > >> more
> > >> >>at this time, but if Phil or anyone else wishes to comment further,
> > >> I'd
> > >> >>encourage it.
> > >> >>
> > >> >>Well, I've still got some snow to shovel here in Charlottesville!
> > >> Happy
> > >> >>weekend to all,
> > >> >>
> > >> >>mike
> > >> >>
> > >> >>p.s. For those with electronic subscriptions, Broecker's latest
> > piece
> > >> can
> > >> >>be found here:
> > >> >>
> > >> >> PALEOCLIMATE:
> > >> >> Was the Medieval Warm Period Global?
> > >> >> Wallace S. Broecker



> > >> >> Science Feb xxx xxxx xxxx: 1xxx xxxx xxxx. [Summary] [Full Text]
> > >> >>
> > >> >>http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/291/5508/1497
> > >> >>
> > >> >>While my previous perspective piece is here:
> > >> >> CLIMATE CHANGE:
> > >> >> Lessons for a New Millennium
> > >> >> Michael E. Mann
> > >> >> Science 2000 July 14; 289: xxx xxxx xxxx. (in Perspectives) [Summary]
> > >> [Full
> > >> >>Text]
> > >> >>URL:
> > >>
> > >>http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/289/5477/253?maxtoshow=&HIT
> S=10&h
> > >>
> > >>its=10&RESULTFORMAT=&author1=Mann&searchid=QID_NOT_SET&stored_search=&
> FIRSTI
> > >> >>NDEX=&fdate=10/1/1995&tdate=2/28/2001
> > >> >>
> > >> >>and Bradley's is here:
> > >> >>
> > >> >> PALEOCLIMATE: Enhanced: 1000 Years of Climate Change
> > >> >> Ray Bradley
> > >> >> Science 2000 May 26; 288: 1xxx xxxx xxxx. (in Perspectives) [Summary]
> > >> [Full
> > >> >>Text]
> > >> >>
> > >> >>URL:
> > >>
> > >>http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/288/5470/1353?maxtoshow=&HI
> TS=10&
> > >>
> > >>hits=10&RESULTFORMAT=&author1=Bradley&searchid=QID_NOT_SET&stored_sear
> ch=&FI
> > >> >>RSTINDEX=&fdate=10/1/1995&tdate=2/28/2001
> > >> >>
> > >> >>>Dear Michael--The third point below has comments on the
> > controversy
> > >> >>>betweenyou and Broecker--I'd be interested in your response (did
> > >> Wally not
> > >> >>>just understand what your data show?).
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Mike
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Three Wojick Pieces on Climate Change.
> > >> >>>I've been busy busy.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>David
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>FIRST, the latest issue of Insight Magazine includes a
> > >> point-counterpoint
> > >> >>>between measly old me and the great Robert Watson. Boy has he got
> > >> >>>credentials! Too bad he's wrong.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>><http://www.insightmag.com/archive/200103143.shtml>
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Symposium: Do scientists have compelling evidence of global



> > warming?
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Yes: Rising sea levels worldwide and retreating Arctic glaciers
> > are
> > >> ominous
> > >> >>>signs.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>By Robert T. Watson -- chairman of the UN Intergovernmental Panel
> > on
> > >> >>>Climate Change, chief scientist at the World Bank and former chief
> > >> science
> > >> >>>advisor to the Clinton White House.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>No: Despite the overheated rhetoric, there is no new evidence of
> > >> warming
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>By David E. Wojick -- covers climate policy for Electricity Daily
> > and
> > >> is a
> > >> >>>science adviser to the Greening Earth Society
> > >> >>><http://www.greeningearthsociety.org>, as well as Undereditor of
> > the
> > >> >>>Washington Pest <http://www.WashingtonPest.com>
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>SECOND, the February 15 Eco-logic on-line has published "The Black
> > >> Hole of
> > >> >>>Global Climate Government" by David Wojick, my detailed attack on
> > the
> > >> >>>Framework Convention on Climate Change. It includes a lot of the
> > >> actual
> > >> >>>treaty language.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>><http://www.eco.freedom.org/el/20010202/wojick.shtml>
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>THIRD, here is a draft Electricity Daily article of mine. Seems
> > I'm
> > >> not the
> > >> >>>only one who thinks the IPCC is nuts.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Climate Guru Kicks The Hockey Stick
> > >> >>>by David Wojick (dwojick@xxxxxxxxx.xxx)
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Global warming is natural and the recent warming is probably no
> > >> exception.
> > >> >>>This is the controversial argument made by prominent climatologist
> > >> Wallace
> > >> >>>S. Broecker in today's issue of Science.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Broecker's bombshell bears the seemingly innocent title "Was the
> > >> Medieval
> > >> >>>Warm Period Global?" It may seem esoteric, but whether the
> > apparent
> > >> warmth
> > >> >>>reported in Europe about 1000 years ago was global or simply local
> > is
> > >> >>>becoming a central issue in climate science. What makes it
> > >> contentious is
> > >> >>>the recent claims by the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on



> > >> Climate
> > >> >>>Change that the earth is warmer now than it has been for
> > millennia,
> > >> and
> > >> >>>that therefore human carbon dioxide emissions are to blame.
> > Broecker,
> > >> a
> > >> >>>leading figure at Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory, Columbia
> > >> University,
> > >> >>>questions both IPCC claims.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>The focus of the debate is a 1000-year temperature reconstruction
> > >> known in
> > >> >>>climate circles as the "hockey stick". Produced in 1999 by M. E.
> > >> Mann, R.
> > >> >>>S. Bradley, M. K. Hughes, the long handle of the hockey stick
> > shows
> > >> global
> > >> >>>temperatures for the first 8 centuries as basically unchanging,
> > >> followed by
> > >> >>>the sharply up-tilting blade of the last 150 years or so. The Mann
> > et
> > >> al
> > >> >>>hockey stick is the central feature of the recently released IPCC
> > >> working
> > >> >>>group one Summary for Policy makers, which claims to embody the
> > best
> > >> of
> > >> >>>climate science.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Broecker does not like the hockey stick, nor the conclusions the
> > IPCC
> > >> draws
> > >> >>>from it. He says " A recent, widely cited reconstruction (Mann's)
> > >> leaves
> > >> >>>the impression that the 20th century warming was unique during the
> > >> last
> > >> >>>millennium. It shows no hint of the Medieval Warm Period (from
> > around
> > >> 800
> > >> >>>to 1200 A.D.) during which the Vikings colonized Greenland,
> > >> suggesting that
> > >> >>>this warm event was regional rather than global. It also remains
> > >> unclear
> > >> >>>why just at the dawn of the Industrial Revolution and before the
> > >> emission
> > >> >>>of substantial amounts of anthropogenic greenhouse gases, Earth's
> > >> >>>temperature began to rise steeply. Was it a coincidence? I do not
> > >> think so.
> > >> >>>Rather, I suspect that the post-1860 natural warming was the most
> > >> recent in
> > >> >>>a series of similar warmings spaced at roughly 1500-year intervals
> > >> >>>throughout the present inter-glacial, the Holocene."
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Broecker presents the evidence for a global Medieval Warm Period,
> > as
> > >> well
> > >> >>>as for a Little Ice Age from around 1300 to 1860, when the present



> > >> >>>temperature rise begins. He also argues that the "proxy" evidence
> > >> used by
> > >> >>>Mann et al, such as tree ring data, is ill suited to the time
> > period
> > >> and
> > >> >>>temperature variation -- less than one degree C -- in question.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>As he puts it, "In my estimation, at least for time scales greater
> > >> than a
> > >> >>>century or two, only two proxies can yield temperatures that are
> > >> accurate
> > >> >>>to 0.5 C: the reconstruction of temperatures from the elevation of
> > >> mountain
> > >> >>>snowlines and borehole thermometry. Tree ring records are useful
> > for
> > >> >>>measuring temperature fluctuations over short time periods but
> > cannot
> > >> pick
> > >> >>>up long-term trends because there is no way to establish the
> > >> long-term
> > >> >>>evolution in ring thickness were temperatures to have remained
> > >> constant."
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Broecker acknowledges that the proxy evidence is necessarily
> > somewhat
> > >> >>>"murky", but his conclusion is that "climatic conditions have
> > >> oscillated
> > >> >>>steadily over the past 100,000 years, with an average period close
> > to
> > >> 1500
> > >> >>>years... The swing from the Medieval Warm Period to the Little Ice
> > >> Age was
> > >> >>>the penultimate of these oscillations." The implication being that
> > >> some, if
> > >> >>>not all, of the present warming is the natural swing out of the
> > >> Little Ice
> > >> >>>Age, and that Mann et al, as well as the IPCC, are mistaken.
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>--
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>Dr. David E. Wojick
> > >> >>>President
> > >> >>>Climatechangedebate.org
> > >> >>>Subscribe to the free debate listserv at
> > >> http://www.climatechangedebate.org
> > >> >>>Non subscribers can follow the debate at
> > >> >>>http://www.eScribe.com/science/ClimateChangeDebate/
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>
> > >> >>>
> > >>
> > >>_______________________________________________________________________
> > >> >> Professor Michael E. Mann
> > >> >> Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
> > >> >> University of Virginia



> > >> >> Charlottesville, VA 22903
> > >>
> > >>_______________________________________________________________________
> > >> >>e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (804)
> > >> xxx xxxx xxxx
> > >> >> http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.html
> > >> >
> > >> >
> > >> >
> > >> >
> > >> >Thomas J. Crowley
> > >> >Dept. of Oceanography
> > >> >Texas A&M University
> > >> >College Station, TX 77xxx xxxx xxxx
> > >> >xxx xxxx xxxx
> > >> >xxx xxxx xxxx(fax)
> > >> >xxx xxxx xxxx(alternate fax)
> > >> >
> > >> >
> > >> >
> > >> >
> > >>
> > _______________________________________________________________________
> > >> Professor Michael E. Mann
> > >> Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
> > >> University of Virginia
> > >> Charlottesville, VA 22903
> > >>
> > _______________________________________________________________________
> > >> e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (804)
> > xxx xxxx xxxx
> > >> http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.html
> >
> > >>
> > >>
> > >>
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > >
> > _______________________________________________________________________
> > Professor Michael E. Mann
> > Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
> > University of Virginia
> > Charlottesville, VA 22903
> > _______________________________________________________________________
> > e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
> > http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.html
> >
> >
> >

>

Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia



Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: PARRYML@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
To: tgcia@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Proposed TGCIA meeting: 30th Mayto 1st June, Amsterdam
Date: Tue, 27 Feb 2001 08:32:xxx xxxx xxxx(EST)

D

Dear TGCIAers:
A proposed date/place for the next TGCIA meeting is: 9.00 on Wednesday 30th
May to 14.00 on Friday 1st June at Shell International Bldg, Amsterdam. Rob
Swart and colleagues at WGIII TSU have kindly agreed to be local hosts.
I suggest this date after consulting with 9 TGCIA members present at WGII
plenary at Geneva last week. The window is narrow between IPCC and SUBSTA
meetings (the latter is now almost certainly delayed until mid June).
Please put this date in your diary, but also let me know of any major
conflict with IPCC/UNFCC-type schedules.
Unless I hear to the contrary( *let us say by Monday 5th March*), the
proposal is that this dates stands .
This meeting is particularly because top of the agenda from our last meeting
is consideration of developing a 'one-stop-shop' for data and guidance for
scenario-based climate impacts assessment, which would lay the foundations
for compatible research for the next IPCC assessment (whatever form it may
take). We might well also consider what recommendations to make concerning
the form of the next assessment (a subject probably on the agenda of the IPCC
London Plenary in September).
More follows next week, assuming these dates hold, about agenda and
arrangements.
Kind regards,
Martin parry

MMM

Prof. Martin L. Parry
Jackson Environment Institute
University of East Anglia
Norwich
NR4 7TJ

N

Tel: +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
E-mail: parryml@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Web: http://www.uea.ac.uk/env/jei

W
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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Fwd: RE: Science issue Feb 22/23
Date: Tue, 27 Feb 2001 10:14:09 +0000



Cc: mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
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<x-flowed>

<

Mike et al,
Sorry about the multiple sendings. I've forgotten my glasses and
couldn't see I'd
missed a comma.
Another thing to point to is the special issue of Climatic Change by
Astrid Ogilbie
and Trausti Jonsson. They point to the LIA not being very appropriate in
Iceland.

I

Cheers
Phil

PPPP

Mike,
So Julia handled it. Even she thought it was handwaving, but it
passed the usual
Science review process. Obviously this isn't great as none of us got to
review it. Odd
that she didn't send it to one of us here as she knew we were writing the
article she
asked us to ! Anyway that is water under the bridge.
As for authorship we have this article coming out so this rules us
out. Tom isn't
keen and he's away. Wally told me he didn't reckon Tom, so Tom has got
the right
vibes. Julia is asking us to go ahead and hinting at a joint response.
One possibility is
either you or Macolm taking the lead. Malcom and Henry wrote the MWP
piece in
Climate Change in 94. Keith and I think something pointed about the MWP
is the way
to go. Could add in that even the two warming periods in the 20th century
don't show
warming everywhere - especially the early 20th century.
Remember that we are all basically averaging long series together and
if one site
shows a big warming/cooling then the average will to a lesser extent.
Also bring in
a few of the papers where people have compared tree based reconstructions
with
glacial advances/retreats (eg Raper et al in J. Glaciology and Luckman et
al in the
Holocene. Also there are more in that Interhemispheric Linkages Book of
Vera amd
work by Ricardo Villalba and others).
Basically need to point to a load of literature that we would expect
someone writing
an article of this type to be aware of. Also the North Atlantic isn't the
last word in NH
and global averages. Clearly said in Hughes and Diaz and papers therein.
Also the latest IPCC report will use and reference the latest curves,



but from
1400 they are not that different from Bradley and Jones (1993), so why
the fuss now.
Clearly the MWP is the issue that has got a few worked up, but we have
concluded
nothing that couldn't have been gleaned in 1994. Maybe we're stating it
more clearly
now, but the recent warmth of the 1990s is a factor as well.

n

Cheers
Phil

P

>From: "Julia Uppenbrink" <Juppenbrink@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
>To: "Phil Jones" <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
>Subject: RE: Science issue Feb 22/23
>Date: Mon, 26 Feb 2001 17:05:xxx xxxx xxxx
>X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook IMO, Build 9.0.2416 (9.0.2910.0)
>Importance: Normal
>
>Dear Phil
>
>Thanks for your message regarding Wally Broecker's Perspective. I am of
>course aware of this Perspective coming out - I did handle it - I realized
>that it was perhaps a bit handwaving in parts but I thought the message was
>interesting and the article passed the usual screening. But we are always
>open to criticism! So please do send a letter to us; you can send it
>directly to me, and you may cowrite it with Tom Crowley and Mike Mann or you
>can send separate letters (if the concerns overlap a lot then one letter is
>perhaps better than several). The letter will be handled through our letters
>department, and we will get a response from Wally plus possibly outside
>review before we make a decision to publish.
>
>I look forward to receiving your letter.
>
>Best wishes
>
> Julia
>
>-----Original Message-----
>From: Phil Jones [mailto:p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx]
>Sent: 26 February 2001 14:40
>To: Julia Uppenbrink
>Subject: Science issue Feb 22/23
>
>
>
> >
> > Dear Julia,
> I don't know if you have seen the Perspectives piece in last
>week's issue of
> Science by Wally Broecker. I guess it was nothing to do with you and it
>contains
> several inaccuracies and sweeping statements. I accept it is a personal
>view
> and I've not seen the issue yet , only a copy that I was ironically given
>by Wally
> Broecker as we were both guest speakers at a meeting at Bowdoin College,
>ME



> on Saturday. I got back this morning to Norwich.
> I talked to Wally about it over the weekend and will send him a few
>reprints
> pointing out a few of the things he should have read. Some things he
>states are just
> wrong.
> I don't want to change the article already accepted, but what are
>the possibilities
> of writing a response to Wally's piece in a later issue. I've been
>contacted by a couple
> of people in the US about Broecker's piece (Mike Mann and Tom Crowley),
>who are
> quite unhappy about it and would like to respond. They both know about
>the invited
> piece and wanted me to comment, hence my email to you. The invited piece
>does
> address some of the issues, but not the link between high and low
>frequency
> proxy series.
>
> Best Regards
> Phil
>
>
>
>
>
>Prof. Phil Jones
>Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
>School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
>University of East Anglia
>Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>NR4 7TJ
>UK
>----------------------------------------------------------------------------

>

Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

-
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From: "Thomas L. Delworth" <td@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: letter to Science
Date: Thu, 01 Mar 2001 08:19:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, hpollack@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

r

Dear Mike et al,



D

I offer the following comments on your letter
for your consideration.

f

It seems to me there are 2 primary issues to
address:
(A) what does proxy evidence say about whether
the Medieval Warm period was global
(B) what do we know about potential mechanisms
for the Medieval Warm period
(i) evidence for a forced phenomenon
(ii) evidence for internal variability

(

Issue (A) is currently dealt with in your sections (1) and
(2). One point that could be perhaps conveyed more
clearly is the necessity of using the spatial information
conveyed in (multi) proxy reconstructions, rather than
overly interpreting sets of local proxy evidence. I
felt this point could have been stressed more, and is one
which the casual reader may not appreciate.

w

Issue (B, Bi) is in your section (3). I suggest a more
explicit mention of conclusions with regard to the
Medieval Warm period in recent work on this topic.
The first statement in this section doesn't provide
(I don't think) explicit evidence to back itself up. The
sentence starting "These results ..." could be more
explicit about what those studies show with respect to
the Medieval Warm period, in addition to the more general
statement about the partitionng between forced and internal
variability. A reader could ask "Ok, if 50% of the variability
is explained by volcanic and solar forcing, that doesn't
exclude the other 50% playing a strong role for events such as
the Medieval Warming." Such a question could be dealt with
in advance by stating what role these studies suggest for
radiative forcing in the Medieval Warm period.

r

For issue (Bii), I would suggest being explicit that
it is incumbent upon authors to provide some evidence to
support their speculation. What evidence can the author
provide to support his speculation concerning the role of
the THC in the Medieval Warm period? Rather than explicitly
stating this is not a likely mechanism, I would contrast the
speculation he has offered on this topic to the stronger
(in my opinion) evidence provided by modeling studies to
support the idea of the importance of radiative forcing.

ss

... a few more minor comments

.

(1) I agree with the overall message you are conveying, but
might choose somewhat differing wording in a place or
two. The statement is made "(1) It cannot reasonably be
argued that the Middle Ages were as warm as the
20th century at global or hemispheric scales." This
might be a bit strong ... I would think one can have
a reasoned discussion on this topic. Perhaps something
like "We strongly disagree with the assertion that the



Middle Ages were as warm as the 20th century at global
or hemispheric scales."

oo

(2) In the second to last sentence, I would add the
qualifying phrase "on planetary scales" after the
text "... responsible for centennial-millenial changes ...".

tt

Regards,
Tom Delworth

T

ps The central issue is one that I have not been heavily
involved in, and thus don't think it's appropriate for
me to sign on as an author. Good luck, and please
send me a copy of your final submission.

s

pps I previously provided to Tom correlations between the
THC and global/hemispheric temperature based on a 900 year
run of our R30 coupled model. These correlations were
relatively low (0.27), but probably significant. The
applicability of those correlations to the issue of the
Medieval Warming may not be strong. If the Medieval Warming
is a multi-century event, then I should really be looking at
the correlations of low frequency (>50 years) filtered model
output from a run of several millenia duration. Thus, the
900 year run may not be applicable. I will revisit this
topic using a multi-millenial R15 coupled run, but probably
won't have any results today. I don't think that would
change the essential conclusions, however. I recall that
experiments with the R15 model in which the THC was substantially
weakened through the addition of fresh water to the North
Atlantic provided strong regional temperature anomalies, but
their global expression was small. These experiments are
being repeated with the higher resolution model.
In light of these issues, I suggest that the focus be
not so much on saying the THC cannot be responsible for the
Medieval Warming, but rather on saying (1) there is strong
evidence for a substantial role of radiative forcing, and (2) the
burden is on the author to provide evidence for the role of
the THC.
?

??

"Michael E. Mann" wrote:

"

> Dear Colleagues,
>
> Below is a draft of a short letter to Science that Tom Crowley and I
> have put together, after discussing w/ Phil, Ray, and Malcolm. We
> feel that a reply to Broecker's recent "Perspectives" piece is
> warranted to correct several misconceptions that Wally unfortunately
> chose to perpetuate (attached as an html file FYI). We have been given
> encouragement to submit this by Julia Uppenbrink at Science.
>
> We are working under a very tight timeline owing to Tom's travel
> schedule (leaves on an extended travel on friday) so we would greatly
> appreciate it if you could respond ASAP w/ comments, suggestions, etc.



> Please note that we are currently near the length limitations (and
> probably shouldn't include more than 15 references) so we're looking
> to sharpen and hone, but not lengthen the piece at this point.
>
> Thanks in advance for your feedback,
>
> mike
>
> _________________________________________
>
> Medieval Warming Redux
> In a recent "Perspectives" opinion piece, W. Broecker suggests that
> the
> "hockey stick" reconstruction of climate change over the past 1000
> years -
> with extreme warming only in the late 20th century - is incorrect, and
> that
> the so-called "Medieval Warm Period" was at least as warm as the 20th
> century and due to oscillations in the thermohaline circulation. To
> reach
> this conclusion, Dr. Broecker rejects traditional empirical "proxy"
> climate
> indicators of past climate (e.g. tree ring, ice core, coral, and long
> historical documentary records) that are the foundation of a number of
>
> hemispheric reconstructions, as well as our current best physical
> understanding of the factors controlling climate at
> century-to-millennial
> timescales. We disagree with Broecker on several major points:
> (1) It cannot reasonably be argued that the Middle Ages were as warm
> as the
> 20th century at global or hemispheric scales. Although regional warmth
>
> during the Middle Ages may have sometimes been significantly greater
> than
> present, four different hemispheric-scale reconstructions (Jones,
> Mann,
> Briffa, Crowley) have been completed for the last 1000 years -- all of
> them
> showing warmth in the Middle Ages that is either no warmer or
> significantly
> less than mid-20th century warmth. This is because it has been known
> for a
> quarter of a century that the timing of warmth during the Middle Ages
> was
> significantly different in different regions (Lamb, Dansgaard,
> Hughes).
> Failure to take this observation into account can lead to serious
> errors in
> the inference of hemispheric temperature trends. Although one analysis
> of
> heat flow measurements suggests warmer temperatures than the surface
> proxies during the Middle Ages (Huang and Pollack, GRL. 1997), the
> considerable sensitivity of the resulting trends to a priori
> statistical
> assumptions has lead borehole researchers to restrict their attention
> to
> the more reliably interpretable temperature fluctuations during the



> past
> five centuries (Huang and Pollack, Nature). Our conclusion is also
> supported by measurements from tropical glaciers indicating an
> unprecedented level of recent warming with respect to the last
> 1,000-2,000
> years (Thompson).
> (2) High-resolution proxy climate records which form the foundation of
>
> recent hemispheric temperature reconstructions are far more reliable
> indicators of century-to-millennial scale climate variability than is
> implied by Broecker. The potential limitations in interpreting
> long-term
> climate change from proxy indicators such as tree rings, have been
> long
> recognized by dendroclimatologists (e.g., Cook "segment curse" paper)
> and
> are almost always taken into account in framing interpretations of
> long-term trends. For example, Mann et al (1999) verified that a
> significant subset of multiple-millennial length tree ring and ice
> core
> proxy climate indicators used to reconstruct the trend over the past
> millennium passed rigorous statistical tests for fidelity at the
> millennial
> timescale, and that the basic attributes of the hemispheric
> reconstruction
> using more recent non-tree ring proxies available over the past few
> centuries yielded essentially the same result as that based on both
> tree
> ring and non-tree ring based information (Mann et al, Earth
> Interactions,
> 2000). Several independent reconstructions (Jones et al and Crowley
> and
> Lowery ), using a wide variety of proxy climate indicators and
> different
> statistical approaches, yield similar hemispheric temperature trends.
> Even
> the centennial-scale changes within the so-called "Little Ice Age" of
> the
> 15th-19th centuries are largely in agreement. Furthermore these
> centennial
> changes have been shown to be in "agreement" , rather than "in
> opposition"
> (as argued by Broecker) with evidence from alpine glacial advances
> (Raper
> reference).
> (3) Physical considerations show that external forcing, not internal
> variability, played the dominant role in the transition from the
> "Medieval
> Warm Period" to "Little Ice Age" (these terms are used loosely and
> are, in
> fact, ill advised in the context of hemispheric or global temperature
> changes -see e.g. Bradley and Jones, 1993; Hughes and Diaz, 1994). One
> of
> the major points of Broecker's argument is that changes in the
> thermohaline circulation are a primary driver of climate change on
> this
> time scale. These results do not consider recent modeling studies
> (Free,



> Crowley) that demonstrate at a high significance level (>99%) that
> about
> 50% of the pre-anthropogenic (pre-1850) variance can be explained by
> changes in volcanism and low frequency solar irradiance. Although the
> latter term is still not well constrained from observational studies,
> there
> are a number of independent lines of evidence suggesting such changes
> (Hoyt, Lean, Lockwood).
> (4) It is not justifiable to argue that changes in the thermohaline
> circulation cause significant hemispheric or global changes in
> temperature.
> Although changes in the conveyor play a major role in the Atlantic
> Basin,
> to a first approximation changes in ocean circulation simply
> redistribute
> heat on the planet without significantly raising global temperature,
> or
> even hemispheric temperature. This conclusion is born out by very low
> correlations between warmth in the Greenland sector and the
> hemispheric
> indices over the last 1000 years (Crowley footnote ref.), a low
> correlation
> that is shared by coupled model experiments (Delworth citation)? In
> fact,
> sediment core data from the subtropical North Atlantic often cited as
> indicative of a distinct "Medieval Warm Period" and "Little Ice Age"
> (Keigwin Sargasso Sea), has recently been shown to be more consistent
> with
> changes in the North Atlantic Oscillation (Keigwin and Pickart),
> implying a
> zero sum pattern of regionally alternating warm and cold superimposed
> on
> far more modest hemispheric variations over the past 1000 years. This
> pattern itself may be forced, rather than internal in nature, and
> would
> explain the limited evidence for more dramatic cold and warm periods
> in
> regions such as Europe (see Mann, Sci Perspective, 2000).
> The above arguments lead us to conclude that, although the conveyor
> may be
> changing, radiative forcing perturbations were primarily responsible
> for
> centennial-millennial changes in the last 1000 years, with attendant
> implications for interpretation of earlier Holocene oscillations (e.g,
>
> Denton and Karlen). Furthermore, the weight of evidence indicates that
> the
> late 20th century hemispheric warming is significantly greater than
> the
> Middle Ages.
>
> Michael E. Mann
> Thomas J. Crowley
> WHO ELSE???
>
> ___________
> ___________________________________________________________
> Professor Michael E. Mann



> Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
> University of Virginia
> Charlottesville, VA 22903
>
> ______________________________________________________________________
>
> e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (804)
> xxx xxxx xxxx
> http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.html

>

--
Thomas L. Delworth
GFDL/NOAA e-mail: td@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
P.O. Box xxx xxxx xxxx Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Princeton, NJ 08542 USA FAX: xxx xxxx xxxx

PPPP
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: tom crowley <tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Science letter
Date: Fri, 02 Mar 2001 12:00:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: "Raymond S. Bradley" <rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
td@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, hpollack@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

t

<x-flowed>
Thanks for clarifying Tom,

T

Yes, these are my sentiments as well, and I would conditionally sign-on to
this effort. In the meantime, I think there is a lot of good science to be
done!

d

mike

m

At 10:53 AM 3/2/xxx xxxx xxxx, tom crowley wrote:
>Dear All,
>
>A few more comments re Mikes note - Mike and I thought that if we cannot
>make a case to our colleagues, why muddy the waters further (as either
>Keith, Malcolm, or Ray said)?
>
>That said, I don't think this has been wasted time. I still think a
>thoughtful short paper on the subject of Holocene climate change wold be
>useful, this time stating it from OUR perspective (i.e., not focusing
>exculsively on Broeckers message). By broadening this it may be more
>interesting; we could also include a couple of figures and maybe add some
>input from Tom Delworth and Henry Pollack. I would be willing to take a
>crack at this, and if anyone wants to CONDITIONALLY sign on, I would be
>more than happy to include you.
>
>I probably would not begin this until late April, after our trip to Germany
>and the meeting in Virginia.
>



>Tom
>
>ps fyi I counted the average spacing between the warm and cold
>oscillations in the iron oscillations illustrated by Broecker. Regardless
>of whether warm or cold are used, the mean spacing is indeed 1.5 k,
>although the s.d. is 0.4k HOWEVER, the mean spacing between the four main
>warm phases illustrated by Broecker on the same figure is, believe it or
>not, 2.15! much closer to the solar peak. This calls to mind the
>interesting (and clever) Wigley and Raper paper in Proc. Roy. Soc. (1990)
>indicating that, given the uncertainties in chronology, solar forcing plays
>a role i n Holocenn climate change. It therefore seems that the conveyor
>is indeed oscillating but the time scale of the larger scale CLIMATE shifts
>may be more regulated by solar, with volcanism adding some stochastic
>contribution. Something like this is worth adding to the proposed Eos
>piece.
>
>Tom
>
>
>
>Thomas J. Crowley
>Dept. of Oceanography
>Texas A&M University
>College Station, TX 77xxx xxxx xxxx
>xxx xxxx xxxx
>xxx xxxx xxxx(fax)
>xxx xxxx xxxx(alternate fax)

>

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml

h

</x-flowed>
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From: Chick Keller <ckeller@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Michael E Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Phil Jones" 
<p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, tom crowley 
<tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Jonathan Overpeck"<jto@u.arizona.edu>, Tom Wigley 
<wigley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Mike MacCracken <mmaccrac@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Some thoughts on climate change proxy temperatures in the last 1,000 yrs
Date: Fri, 2 Mar 2001 15:54:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

<x-rich>Folks,

<<

Two points here:

TT

1. I read with some consternation Wally Broecker's latest piece in
Science (23Feb. 2001). First you can all take up some other topic



since Wally says only Boreholes and treeline changes are accurate
enough to do low frequency trends. What does he mean by "only two
proxies can yield temperatures that are accurate to 0.5

p
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: verification results
Date: Wed, 14 Mar 2001 14:34:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

C

HIi Tim,

H

That all sounds great, and indeed, the 19th century will be a *hot* topic
(pun intended) as we try to rectify Tom's model response w/ the
instrumental record and proxy reconstructions. Ironically, the 19th century
is one in most dispute over the past millennium, it seems!

i

You accurately summarize what my understanding is of the breakdown of lead
roles. I don't see any reason for changing that. I think Scott and I will
have our hands full w/ the other items, so if you can take the lead role on
the MXD paper (comparing the two methods, etc.) that would be great.

t

My intention is to give you and Scott full credit for anything I show at
meetings that is a result of mutual collaboration. Of course, both of your
are co-authors of my EGS talk.

a

So all sounds great! Scott: when Tim sends revised plots, can you prepare
some revised ppt files and let me know when they are available to download?
Hope to get all this straightened away next week after I return from the
frozen north (Michigan)...

f

mike

m

That soundsAt 07:05 PM 3/14/01 +0000, Tim Osborn wrote:
> >Thanks alot, these look good. I think we're really making some good
> >progress now.
> >
> >Just to confirm, my understanding is that you're next working on a similar
> >plot showing the
> >comparison of the REG-EM results w/ the straight gridbox age-banded
> >estimates you and Keith have produced over the longer period (ie, back to
> >1600 or so?). It would be great to be able to show those at EGS.
>
>Mike, you're welcome to show these results at EGS. I had to leave early
>today (Wednesday) as my wife was ill, but I'll be back at work tomorrow.
>What I'll do first is just to modify the figures I've already sent to you,
>comparing the verification REG-EM run with instrumental data over the
>1xxx xxxx xxxxperiod. What I want to do is to modify the final map so that the
>grid boxes that actually have tree-ring sites in them are highlighted in
>some way. Then we can visualise more clearly whether the 'local'
>information is much better than the 'non-local' information. I was in a bit
>of a hurry with my e-mail earlier, I didn't mention that the map is based on
>all those grid boxes with at least 20 years of instrumental data during the
>1xxx xxxx xxxxperiod. I found the year-by-year pattern correlations quite
>informative too, and was particularly impressed by the fact that there were



>no really poor years! (at least that's my recollection, not having the plots
>in front of me at home).
>
>Having modified the map as described, I'll repeat the analysis but comparing
>the 1xxx xxxx xxxxperiod of the full reconstruction from REG-EM with our
>existing year-by-year maps and quasi-hemispheric averages. I shall compare
>them against our "traditionally-standardised" version, since it would be
>unfair to compare them with the age-banded version. The year-by-year maps
>we have already got are calibrated on a grid-box by grid-box basis
>(individually) using simple linear regression between the density series and
>the instrumental temperature. This gives us coverage for those grid boxes
>with density data in them. We throw away those that do not correlate
>significantly with their local grid box temperature. That leaves around 100
>boxes, with fewer further back in time. We then try to reconstruct all
>remaining northern hemisphere grid boxes, using principal component
>regression (PCs of the calibrated density used as predictors on a grid box
>by grid box basis), but only actually retain those that have significant
>correlations during an independent verification period. So we gain quite a
>few more grid boxes, again time-varying. So we have this (perhaps rather
>odd!) combination of local regression plus principal component regression
>producing our maps. I shall use this set of year-by-year maps for the
>comparison with REG-EM, though as with the instrumental temperatures, I'll
>sometimes highlight or subsample just those with trees in (i.e. those
>locally-calibrated).
>
>Our original plan for carving up the analysis/papers was for me to take the
>lead on the comparison of methods with the same data set, Scott on the
>comparison of data sets with the same method, and Mike to concentrate on the
>19th century stuff including verification against the instrumental data etc.
> I saw Tom Crowley last week and he showed some results indicating how
>critical the 19th century is for getting a good match between his forced
>model results and the various proxy reconstructions - so the 19th century
>could certainly be a hot topic. Phil Jones would be useful here as he may
>know of more early instrumental data from Europe that might help (depending
>upon homogeneity!). Anyway, I'm refreshing our minds about the 3-way split
>of work because: (i) this might be an appropriate point to confirm that such
>a split is still the best way to go (I'm still happy with it); and (ii) to
>point out that the REG-EM comparisons with our existing density-based maps
>falls into the bit that I'm to take the lead on - so while I'm completely
>happy for you to show these at EGS or other meetings, I'd still like to
>write the comparisons up for a journal paper.
>
> >p.s. Tim: are you going to be at EGS? I know Phil will...Also, I'm hoping
> >that one of the 3 of you can make it to the Charlottesville workshop in
> >April. You and Phil have both indicated you can't go, I think? At present,
> >Keith hasn't yet confirmed. It would be a shame not to have him, you, or
> >Phil present. Can you suggest some sort of "alternate" (Schweingruber?) the
> >Europeans might invite if Keith can't make it. Thanks...
>
>I can't make it to EGS, as I have work to prepare for my 3 talks I'm giving
>at NCAR in the first week in April! For the Charlottesville workshop, I
>spoke to Keith yesterday and I think he has now booked his flights - so I'd
>take that as confirmation. He's in touch with Julie Jones at GKSS about it.
> I put in a good word about how pleasant Charlottesville was!
>
>Best regards to you both,
>
>Tim



>
>
>Dr. Timothy J. Osborn
>Climatic Research Unit
>University of East Anglia
>Norwich NR4 7TJ, UK.
>Telephone: 01xxx xxxx xxxx
>Fax: 01xxx xxxx xxxx
>e-mail: t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>homepage: http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo

>

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml

hh
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From: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Re: verification results
Date: Thu Mar 15 16:38:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Mike & Scott,

M

I've redone the verification against instrumental temperatures for 1xxx xxxx xxxx. 
Previously I'd used 1xxx xxxx xxxx, but I've now realised that 1900 is not part of 
the verification period (the pattern correlation = 1 gave it away!). So I've now 
stopped in 1899. It makes virtually no difference to the quasi-hemispheric series 
and their correlations. What it does affect is the grid-box by grid-box temporal 
correlations, since I was previously using one perfect value at the end of each 
series. So the correlations are mostly a bit lower now, though still fairly good I 
think. There's a reasonable area with r > 0.3. Signal to noise should increase 
fairly dramatically if some kind of regional averaging were done. I've outlined 
the boxes that actually have chronologies in them. There's not enough instrumental 
data to verify the more northern ones, but the European and USA ones do well (r in 
range 0.5 to 0.9). The more distant oceanic regions are a bit poorer, excep the 
northern Indian Ocean. So that's it for the verification, for the moment.

n

I've compared the 1xxx xxxx xxxx(i.e., pre-instrumental) reconstruction with the 
Briffa et al. and Osborn et al. reconstructions. Correlations are all quite high 
(0.7 to 0.85) for the quasi-hemispheric series, while the pattern correlations 
average around 0.6. The box-by-box temporal correlations show many boxes with r in 
the range 0.6 to 1.0, indicating little sensitivity to the method used. One 
notable feature of the latter results is that there's less agreement in the boxes 
that actually have trees than those don't! There's two different interpretations 
of this that I'm working on, which seem equally possible. More later. I was going 
to send the time series and maps from this comparison, but I've just realised that 
I'm using anomalies from two different baselines (1xxx xxxx xxxxfor ours, 1xxx 
xxxx xxxxfor REG-EM) so the % variance explained and the time series aren't right 
- that'll have to wait till Friday now.

-



Tim

TTTT
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: comparison with our existing reconstructions
Date: Fri, 16 Mar 2001 14:25:xxx xxxx xxxx(EST)
Cc: Scott Rutherford <srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Mike Mann <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>

C

Dear Tim, Scott

D

On the road w/ tenous email connection so have to be brief. This sounds
good. Hoping we can have age-banded connections by the end of tnext week
so I can show in Nice! Scott: can you rectify the comparisons that Scott
is
producing w/ your own comparisons that show more of a discpreapancy ?

p

Thanks,

T

mike

m

Fri, 16 Mar 2001, Tim Osborn wrote:

F

> Dear Mike & Scott,
>
> Attached is "traditional.ps", comparing the 1xxx xxxx xxxx(i.e.
> pre-instrumental) REG-EM reconstruction with our existing Osborn et al.
> maps and Briffa et al. quasi-hemispheric series (see refs below). Neither
> the REG-EM nor the existing reconstructions use the age-banded trees, so
> low frequencies are suppressed. [Scott - thanks for the new age-banded
> results, but I probably won't get to them till next week due to other
> commitments.]
>
> The time series comparisons are, as you see, quite good - thought you'd
> expect this as we're comparing two methods but identical data! Red is
> REG-EM, black is from the Osborn et al. existing reconstructions (then
> averaged into quasi-hemispheric means), while blue is from Briffa et al.
> (where we average the tree-density into regions/hemisphere *before*
> calibrating against regional/hemispheric temperature). Blue & black agree
> quite closely, so all correlations and % var explained are between red and
> black.
>
> Timeseries are:
>
> '0-90' = full spatial average over each of our existing maps.
> '0-70' = full spatial average over each of the REG-EM maps.
> 'masked' indicates REG-EM maps are masked by the time-dependent coverage of
> our existing maps.
> 'land20-90' or 'land20-70' indicates only land grid boxes north of 20N are
> averaged.
> 'treeboxes' indicates only those grid boxes that contain tree-ring sites
> are averaged together.
>



> The pattern correlations range from 0.2 to 0.8, with a mean of 0.6
> (approx). Fairly consistent then. The pattern of temporal correlations is
> reasonable, ranging from 0.0 to 0.9, with a mean of 0.6 (approx).
>
> Comments:
> (1) Time series generally have less variance in REG-EM, especially early
> on, though masking of data brings them closer to our time series.
> (2) Getting the mean level correct (I've converted REG-EM to behave like
> anomalies from 1xxx xxxx xxxxmean) helps with the %variance explained 
considerably.
> (3) The temporal correlations are poorer for boxes containing trees than
> those that do not!
>
> The decreased variance early in the REG-EM [comment (1)] is, I guess,
> because the fewer the records with data, the earlier the
> truncation/weighting function kicks in etc. and therefore the less the
> variance that is reconstructed. As the 'skill' of REG-EM decreases, the
> more the values are filled in with something near to their mean, I seem to
> recall. This raises the question that the early values might be biased
> towards the observational mean? If so, it might be better to replace box
> values by missing values when their expected 'skill' becomes fairly low.
>
> Comment (3) can be explained two ways. In the non-tree boxes our two
> methods (REG-EM and principal component regression) have similarities, and
> given the common input data, one would expect similar reconstructions -
> which the high correlations indicate. In the tree boxes, however, the
> difference is our approach uses only local information, while REG-EM still
> uses non-local information too. So, either (i) our reconstructions are
> poorer *because* we're ignoring non-local information, or (ii) REG-EM
> reconstructions are poorer *because* real local variations are partly
> masked by regional-scale variations. It might be possible to choose either
> (i) or (ii) as a preferred explanation, using verification or other
> consideration, but I'd prefer to stick with (i) and (ii) as being equally
> possible and therefore justifying both approaches. This is politically
> better too! What I get out of the comparison is that the REG-EM is
> producing variability that is highly correlated with our method, given the
> same input data. The main concern is the difference in variance and hence
> absolute anomalies. We should look at this again when I've compared the
> age-banded stuff too.
>
> Another long e-mail, but I hope that this is useful (especially for EGS)
> and will form the basis of a comparion of methods paper.
>
> Have a good weekend!
>
> Tim
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
> Briffa KR, Osborn TJ, Schweingruber FH, Harris IC, Jones PD, Shiyatov SG
> and Vaganov EA (2001) Low-frequency temperature variations from a northern
> tree-ring-density network. Journal of Geophysical Research 106, 2xxx xxxx xxxx.
>
> Osborn TJ, Briffa KR, Schweingruber FH and Jones PD (2001)



> Annually-resolved patterns of summer temperatures over the Northern
> Hemisphere since AD 1400 from a tree-ring-density network. In preparation.
>

>

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.html
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From: Wolfgang Cramer <Wolfgang.Cramer@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "F. Ian Woodward" <F.I.Woodward@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Nigel W. Arnell" 
<N.W.Arnell@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Alberte Bondeau <Alberte.Bondeau@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Almut 
Arneth <Aarneth@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Anabel Sanchez <a.sanchez@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Andreas 
Schuck <andreas.schuck@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Anne de la Vega-Leinert <a.vega-
leinert@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Ari Pussinen <ari.pussinen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, B

l
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: problem
Date: Wed, 04 Apr 2001 14:10:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

C

<x-flowed>
Phil et al,

P

There is a problem w/ figure 4 (and discussion thereof) in your paper to
appear in Science. Unfortunately, I didn't catch this until I re-read the
paper just now. You haven't shown the right Mann et al NINO3
reconstruction. Are you sure you have used the *cold-season* NINO3
reconstruction, as discussed (and available) in the Mann et al Earth
Interactions paper, and not the annual mean reconstruction!!

I

http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/paleo/ei/ei_reconsb.html

h

I don't believe that has the trend that the series you show does. That
NINO3 series agrees closely (r=0.63) w/ the Stahle et al series (once
the sign has been flipped on that series, and the off-by-one-year date
convention is taken into account), far closer than
what you have shown. I'm pretty sure you've used the wrong series.

w

Moreover, it is inappropriate to refer (as you do) the Nino3 reconstruction
as an SOI reconstruction, no matter whether it has been
renormalized, sign-switched, etc. There are fundamennal differences between
the low-frequency behavior of NINO3 and SOI, (consider
for example the 20th century!) and they aren't dynamically equivalent! To
say there is a "long-term trend" in our "SOI reconstruction"
is extremely misleading. There is a long-term trend in our *NINO3*



reconstruciton. Only Stahle produced an SOI reconstruction, and it is only
meaningful to correlate the two at annual timescales where they should
similarly reflect largely interannual ENSO variability.

s

Moreover, I don't think this is true (or as true) of our colld-season NINO3
series, which is the right one to use. Hopefully, you still
have a chance to change this in the galleys, etc.

h

Thanks in advance for your attention to this,

T

mike

m

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml

h

</x-flowed>

<
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From: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: s.torok
Subject: Fwd: RE: kyoto survey - press inquiry from the THES
Date: Thu Apr 5 11:59:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Simon,
Could you - or Vanessa - buy a THES today from the paper shop and check this out. 
I would
quite like to draft a short letter to THES as suggested by Steve. But I need to 
see how
the issue was presented in this week's issue.
Thanks,
Mike

M

From: "Farrar, Steve" <steve.farrar@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: 'Mike Hulme' <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: RE: kyoto survey - press inquiry from the THES
Date: Thu, 5 Apr 2001 09:45:33 +0100
X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.2653.19)
Dear Mike,
thanks for that. I feel terrible but despite the pain it cost to reply to the 
survey,
the deadline has now passed. We had such a high response rate that we decided to 
run the
piece in this week's paper while the issue of the US withdrawl from the protocol 
was
still high in everyone's mind. So I cannot include your responses. However, you 
make a
number of very significant points, not least your reply to question 2 on the 
strength of
the evidence and the political framework outlined in your final sentences. I 
wonder -



and I know this is pushing it - whether you might consider rearranging some of 
these
sentences to form a brief letter to the editor for the following week's paper? I 
would
like this issue to stay alive in the THES and allow the paper to play a small role 
in
persuading as many scientists as possible to take part in a scientific/political 
debate
that may contribute to influencing those people who *can* change things. Not an 
original
objective, I know, but the THES does have a fairly unique position within the 
academic
community and hence a responsibility. Anyhow, sorry for the bad news
best wishes
Steve
***********************
Steve Farrar
Science Reporter
Times Higher Education Supplement
xxx xxxx xxxxEast Smithfield
London E1W 1BX
United Kingdom
[1]www.thes.co.uk
Tel: (xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: (xxx xxxx xxxx
-----Original Message-----
From: Mike Hulme [[2]mailto:m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx]
Sent: 04 April 2001 19:57
To: Farrar, Steve
Subject: Re: kyoto survey - press inquiry from the THES
Steve,
I hate these sort of questionnaires since Y or N answers are barely
adequate. However, I've given it a go with some other comments .............
(by the way, Prof. Trevor Davies is Head of my School here at UEA - I am
only Director of a Centre within the School, albeit a highly relevant one!).
You can quote me if appropriate, but let me know before hand.
Mike
At 12:30 02/04/01 +0100, you wrote:
>Dear Mike,
>
>hope you're well. I am conducting a survey of heads of UK university
>departments of environmental science for the Times Higher Education
>Supplement. I am keen to explore views concerning the United States and
>the Kyoto agreement. I wonder if you could answer the following Yes/No
>questions when you get a moment. Note, I will not identify you unless you
>specifically state that you do not mind being quoted.
>
>I do hope you can help
>
>all the bets
>
>Steve
>
>1: Do you believe human activities are at least in part responsible for
>driving global climate change?
YES
>2: Do you feel the evidence for this is sufficiently strong to start
>reducing emissions?



NO - to reduce emissions requires more evidence than that humans are
altering climate. We need to know something about the potential risks
associated with future climate change, whether these risks can be minimised
through adaptive action and then have some socially negotiated basis for
deciding about the necessity and extent of desirable emissions
reductions. On none of these issues do we have a good basis to work
from. The precautionary principle, if chosen, would imply start reducing
emissions now - but I am not convinced a blind application of the
precautionary principle in this case is the most appropriate instrument.
>3: Do you think the measures proposed at Kyoto were too weak, correct, or
>too strong?
The 5.2% emissions reduction by 2010 by Annex I countries were not driven
by science but by real-politik. By definition they were the best
achievable. The real issue however is not about target setting - it's
about the dynamics of change worldwide in energy technologies, investment
strategies, consumer and community behaviour and aspirations, etc. It is
*these* things that in the end will deliver a safer climate - not the
Protocol per se. More attention should be directed at the diverse and
myriad set of actions needed to decarbonise our societies.
>4: Are you disappointed that George Bush has abandoned the Kyoto agreement?
YES - but it is too early to say that Kyoto is dead. The USA does not have
the power of veto - and Bush will have to propose some climate management
strategy of his own. We wait and see.
>5: Should the rest of the world press on with the agreement without the
>United States?
Probably YES. This can be achieved and should provide valuable lessons in
global climate management which we can learn from in the long-term.
>6: Do you feel the US should be allowed to count carbon sequestration
>measures such as planting new forests towards any carbon emissions
>reduction target?
YES. The UK are doing it in their national climate change programme so why
not the USA?
>7: Are you optimistic that there will be a new emissions control agreement
>within the next 12 months?
A 'new' one? We haven't got one yet. I would think maybe not in the next
12 months, but the critical issues about global climate management will be
clearer.
>8: Should the Kyoto preliminary targets be watered down to gain the
>Americans' support?
NO. If the USA don't like them, let them not ratify or propose a strategy
of their own.
>If you would like to add any comments to this survey as to the
>implications of the US's rejection of Kyoto for the planet, what UK can do
>about it or what role scientists can play in this debacle, please do so.
In a literal sense the implications for global climate are trivial - what
will affect the course of global climate (and only then climate beyond
about 2030 - up until then climate is pretty much pre-determined by inertia
in the system) in the long-run are the effects of cumulative decisions
taken by many, many people/governments/businesses over the next 10-20
years. Let's not kid ourselves that the USA President is more powerful
than he would like to think. The planetary system is much bigger than one
4-year term of a US president.
The UK is playing a key role both within the negotiating machinery of the
FCCC, in pioneering new scientific analyses, and in working out new forms
of adapting to climate change. This momentum in the UK is not going to be
halted by Bush.
Scientists need to be there to point out the long-term nature of the
problem - it is not a classic political issue where a one-term government



can solve or worsen the problem. Scientists need to point out that for
long-term planetary management we need new analytical tools, new criteria
for investment decisions, a new appreciation of the concept of global
citizenship. What climate change forces us to do is to think about the
influence we are having on the quality of life for the next generation but
one - not our own generation or even our children's
generation. Conventional politics is not a system geared up for this
challenge.
>***********************
>Steve Farrar
>Science Reporter
>Times Higher Education Supplement
>xxx xxxx xxxxEast Smithfield
>London E1W 1BX
>United Kingdom
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From: "Michael Mann" <memann00@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: T.Osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: RE: problem
Date: Thu, 05 Apr 2001 15:37:xxx xxxx xxxx
Reply-to: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Cc: k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

C

<x-flowed>
HI Tim,



H

THanks for looking into this so quickly. I agree w/ your assessment. It is
probably just the fact that the signal of interest in SOI and NINO3 is
really the interannual signal, and this is not evident in the low-frequency
component shown, which emphasizes discrepancies that are actually small
compared to amplitude of the interannual signal present in both Stahle et al
and Mann et al. So I would urge showing the annual reconstructions in this
case, rather than smoothed for this reason...

c

In IPCC we only chose to show 1700 to present, which is a better
calibrated/verified interval than back to 1650, so I'd encourage you guys to
restrict it to 1700-present if you can. Other than that,
I think it is important to acknowledge that SOI and NINO3 have different
low-frequency trends over the 20th century, and might well have different
trends in the past. It is true that many of the proxies used are sensitive
to the SOI (e.g. mexican tree rings), but others are sensitive to Pacific
SST (e.g. corals from GBR, New Caledonia, Galapagos) and our claim is that
the calibration process will select out the best estimate of the temperature
patterns, rather than SLP patterns, associated w/ ENSO, from the multiproxy
network. In the future, we'll be going after SLP reconstruction too, and
it'll be interesting to see what the difference is.

i

I hope that clarifies. Please let me know if I can be of any further help,
provide further clarification, etc. Thanks again,

p

mike

mm

>From: Tim Osborn <T.Osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
>To: "k.briffa" <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Michael Mann <memann00@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,
> "p.jones" <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "T.Osborn" <T.Osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,
> mann <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
>CC: rbradley <rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
>Subject: RE: problem
>Date: Wed, 4 Apr 2001 23:02:35 +0100
>
> >Thanks for getting back to me so quickly. I could be wrong, but i just
> >want to make sure. The cold-season NINO3 is far more consistent w/ DJF
>SOI
> >and Stahle's recon, so I just want to be sure that is the one that
> >is shown.
>
> >> >Are you sure you have used the *cold-season* NINO3
> >> >reconstruction, as discussed (and available) in the Mann et al Earth
> >> >Interactions paper, and not the annual mean reconstruction!!
> >> >
> >> >http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/paleo/ei/ei_reconsb.html
> >> >
> >> >I don't believe that has the trend that the series you show does. That
> >> >NINO3 series agrees closely (r=0.63) w/ the Stahle et al series (once
> >> >the sign has been flipped on that series, and the off-by-one-year date
> >> >convention is taken into account
>
>Dear all,
>
>I've found a machine with telnet and have been able to check my files &
>programs. The file I'm using matches the ninocold-recon.dat file
>downloadable



>from the ei_reconsb.html. It also correlates at r=0.63 with Stahle. I
>don't
>have access to plotting here, so I cannot investigate further the reason
>for
>the apparent mismatch, though I wonder whether it is due to the heavy
>(30-yr)
>smoothing used in the Science paper - much more smoothing than is typically
>used when looking at ENSO! These 30-yr differences are in fact quite small
>in
>comparison with some of the interannual variations, and perhaps the series
>would look very much more alike if unfiltered? Anyway, as far as I can
>tell,
>the figure is ok.
>
> >> >Moreover, it is inappropriate to refer (as you do) the Nino3
> >>reconstruction
> >> >as an SOI reconstruction, no matter whether it has been
> >> >renormalized, sign-switched, etc. There are fundamennal differences
> >>between
> >> >the low-frequency behavior of NINO3 and SOI, (consider
> >> >for example the 20th century!) and they aren't dynamically equivalent!
>To
> >> >say there is a "long-term trend" in our "SOI reconstruction"
> >> >is extremely misleading. There is a long-term trend in our *NINO3*
> >> >reconstruciton. Only Stahle produced an SOI reconstruction, and it is
> >>only
> >> >meaningful to correlate the two at annual timescales where they should
> >> >similarly reflect largely interannual ENSO variability.
>
>Phil/Keith - I've got a copy of our paper with me and I agree with what
>Mike
>says above, but on the other hand the lack of space constrains us. I
>wonder
>whether we can squeeze anything in at the proofs stage (have you had them
>yet
>Phil?). With a quick read I couldn't actually spot the phrase "long-term
>trend", but we could still add something about SOI and SST being coupled on
>interannual time scales and possibly doing somewhat different things on
>longer
>timescales. Mike - would you not agree, however, that your predictors
>(excluding corals) are mainly remote from the Nino 3 SST region and that
>they
>are likely responding via atmospheric teleconnection patterns and therefore
>perhaps should pick up the SOI even if calibrated against Nino 3 SST? Feel
>free to disagree - just wanted to get your reaction!
>
>Best regards
>
>Tim
>
>

>

_________________________________________________________________
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From: tom crowley <tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Chick Keller <ckeller@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Low Frequency signals in Proxy temperatures:
Date: Sat, 28 Apr 2001 09:54:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

kk

Chick,

C

look at the instrumental record! there are huge differences between
different regions - Alaska has warmed substantially while eastern North
America cooled after the 1950s. locking onto local records, no matter how
beautiful, can lead to serious errors. If the ice cores are so infallible
why do they give substantially different stories for grip and gisp2 over
the last 1500 years?

t

the bottom line is that one cannot make a robust case that decadally
hemispheric temperatures over the last 1500 years were even as warm as the
late 20th century, much less warmer.

l

Tom

T

>
>Well said indeed! This helps me to slowly understand what's being
>done and why.
>
>My nagging problem remains however, and that's that there seem to be
>too many paleo records published that show much larger amplitude
>variations. Now many can be explained, but some look more robust.
>For example I think most people are wondering about the total
>disagreement between isotope temperatures from GISP II and borehole
>temperatures from GRIP and Dye 3. Here the usual land use caution
>doesn't apply since I don't think the ice above the boreholes has
>changed much?
>
>And if I understand Tom Crowley's note to me, his reconstruction
>averaged normalized records, thus missing large amplitude variations
>such as the Keigwin Sargasso one, which he used, but which shows a
>large amplitude signal tantalizingly similar to the GRIP/Dye 3
>records. (Tom used GISP II which essentially has no low frequency
>amplitude)
>
>So I read all the papers, and am impressed by the painstakingly
>careful work, but still wonder about a world in which the
>hemispherical low frequency temperature amplitude could be (see Jones
>et al Science this week) only about 0.4

>
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From: Edward Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: hockey stick
Date: Wed, 2 May 2001 15:25:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: tom crowley <tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Jonathan Overpeck 



<jto@u.arizona.edu>, Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

r

Hi Mike,

H

No problem. I am quite happy to work this stuff through in a careful way
and am happy to discuss it all with you. I certainly don't want the work to
be viewed as an attack on previous work such as yours. Unfortunately, this
global change stuff is so politicized by both sides of the issue that it is
difficult to do the science in a dispassionate environment. I ran into the
same problem in the acid rain/forest decline debate that raged in the
1980s. At one point, I was simultaneous accused of being a raving tree
hugger and in the pocket of the coal industry. I have always said that I
don't care what answer is found as long as it is the truth or at least
bloody close to it.

b

Cheers,

C

Ed

E

>Hi Ed,
>
>This is fair enough, and I'm sorry if my spelling out my concerns
>sounded defensive to you. It wasn't meant to be that way.
>
>Lets figure this
>all out based on good, careful
>work and see what the data has to say in the end. We're working towards
>this ourselves, using revised methods and including borehole data, etc.
>and will keep everyone posted on this.
>
>I don't in any way doubt yours and Jan's integrity here.
>
>I'm just a bit concerned that the result is getting used publically, by
>some, before it has gone through the gauntlet of peer review.
>Especially because it is, whether you condone it or not, being used as
>we speak to discredit the work of us, and Phil et al, this is dangerous.
>I think there are some legitimate issues that need to be sorted out
>with regard to the standardization method, and would like to see
>this play out before we jump to conclusions regarding revised estimates
>of the northern hemisphere mean temperature record and the nature of
>the "MWP".
>
>I'd
>be interested to be kept posted on what the status of the manuscript is.
>
>Thanks,
>
>mike
>
>On Wed, 2 May 2001, Edward Cook wrote:
>
>> Hi Mike,
>>
>> >A few quick points Ed,
>> >
>> >These "Wally seminars" are self-promoting acts on Broecker's part, and I
>> >think the community has to reject them as having any broader significance.



>> >If Broecker had pulled this w/ Ray, Malcolm, Keith, Phil, and Tom around,
>> >he wouldn't get away w/ such a one-sided treatment of the issue. I've been
>> >extremely troubled by what I have heard here.
>>
>> It appears that you are responding in a way that is a bit overly defensive,
>> which I regret. I am not supporting Broecker per se and only explained in a
>> very detailed fashion the origin of the work by Esper and me and how it was
>> presented to refute a very unfair characterization of tree-ring data in
>> Wally's perspective piece. The fact that Esper compared his series with
>> Jones, Briffa, and Mann et al. should not be viewed as an attack on your
>> work. It was never intended to be so, but it is was a clearly legitimate
>> thing to do. As I said, I have no control over Broecker. But it is unfair
>> and indeed incorrect to start out by dismissing the "Special Wally
>> Seminars" as self-promoting acts. To say that is simply wrong. He doesn't
>> bring people in to only express support for his point of view or pet
>> theory, as you are implying. So, I suggest that you cool down a bit on this
>> matter. It detracts from the scientific issues that should properly be
>> debated here. This is the only point on which I will defend Broecker.
>>
>> >I'm also a bit troubled by your comparisons w/ glacial advances, etc. and
>> >how these correlate w/ your reconstruction. Malcolm, Ray, Phil, and others
>> >have been over this stuff time and again, and have pointed out that these
>> >data themselves don't support the notion of globally-synchronoous changes.
>> >You seem to be arguing otherwise? And with regard to association w/
>> >volcanic forcing, Tom has already shown that the major volcanic events are
>> >captured correctly in the existing reconstructions, whether or not the
>> >longer-term trends are correct or not...
>>
>> I am not arguing for "globally-synchronous changes" and never have. To
>> quote what I said about neo-glacial advances, some of the fluctuations in
>> Esper's series "correspond well with known histories of neo-glacial advance
>> in some parts of the NH". Note the use of the word "some" in that quote.
>> That is a fair statement and why shouldn't I say it if it is true,
>> coincidently or not. Whether or not it argues for "globally-synchronous
>> changes" is up to you. I would never argue that everything happening on
>> multi-decadal time scales is phase-locked across the NH. That would be a
>> silly thing to say. But it is perfectly valid to point out the degree to
>> which independent evidence for cold periods based on glacier advances
>> appears to agree with a larger-scale indicator of temperature variablity. I
>> thought this is how science to supposed to proceed. I also don't see your
>> point about volcanic forcing. I mentioned this purely in the spirit of the
>> work of Crowley and others to suggest that the Esper series is probably
>> capturing this kind of signal as well. It has nothing to do with the issue
>> of centennial trends in temperature. You are reading far more into what I
>> wrote than I ever intended or meant.
>>
>> >Re the boreholes. Actually, if Tom's estimates are correct, and it is also
>> >correct that the boreholes have the low-frequency signal correct over the
>> >past few centuries, we are forced to also accept Tom's result that the
>> >so-called "MWP", at the hemispheric scale, is actually even COOLER relative
>> >to present than our result shows! That was clear in Tom's presentation at
>> >the workshop. So lets be clear about that--Tom's work and the boreholes in
>> >no way support Broecker's conclusion that the MWP was warmer than we have
>> >it--it actually implies the MWP is colder than we have it!
>> >Tom, please speak up if I'm not correct in this regard!
>>
>> I am not saying that Tom's results are wrong. And, I am certainly not
>> saying that Broecker is right. I merely described the results of a new



>> analysis of a somewhat new set of long tree-ring records from the
>> extra-tropics. My statement that the MWP appeared to be comparable to the
>> 20th century does not imply, nor was it meant to imply, that somehow the
>> 20th century temperature is not truly anomalous and being driven by
>> greenhouse gases. To quote from my email, "I would not claim (and nor would
>> Jan) that it exceeded the warmth of the late 20th century. We simply do not
>> have the precision or the proxy replication to say that yet." Note the use
>> of the word "precision". This clearly relates to the issue of error
>> variance and confidence intervals, a point that you clearly emphasize in
>> describing your series. Also note the emphasis on "late 20th century". I
>> think that most researchers in global change research would agree that the
>> emergence of a clear greenhouse forcing signal has really only occurred
>> since after 1970. I am not debating this point, although I do think that
>> there still exists a signficant uncertainty as to the relative
>> contributions of natural and greenhouse forcing to warming during the past
>> xxx xxxx xxxxyears at least. Note that I also tried to emphasize the
>> extra-tropical nature of this series, and it may be that the tropics do not
>> show the same strength of warming. But I do argue strongly that we do not
>> have the high-resolution proxy data needed to test for a MWP in the
>> tropics. Please correct me if I am wrong here.
>>
>> >We are in the process of incorporating the borehole data into the
>> >low-frequency component of the reconstruction. The key difference will be
>> >that they are going to be calibrated against the instrumental record and
>> >weighted by the spatial coherence within the borehole data rather than what
>> >Pollack has done. I expect the results will be different, but in any case
>> >quite telling...
>>
>> Fine.
>>
>> >I'll let Malcolm and Keith respond to the issues related to the
>> >standardization of the Esper chronologies, though it immediately sounds to
>> >me quite clear that there is the likelihood of of having contaminated the
>> >century-scales w/ non-climatic info. Having now done some work w/
>> >chronologies in disturbed forests myself now (in collaboration w/ Dave
>> >Stahle), I know how easy it is to get lots of century-scale variability
>> >that has nothing to do w/ climate. I imagine the reviewers of the
>> >manuscript will have to be convinced that this is the case w/ what Esper
>> >has done. I'm very skeptical. I'm also bothered that Broecker has promoted
>> >this work prior to any formal peer review. There are some real issues w/
>> >the standardization approach and there is a real stretch in promoting this
>> >as a hemispheric temperature reconstruction.
>>
>> I appreciate your skepticism and I hope that Jan and I can convince you
>> otherwise. I also encourage you to continue getting your shoulders sore and
>> hands dirty on tree-ring sampling and analysis. Esper's analysis is not
>> perfect. Nor is anyone elses who works in this game. But if Esper's series
>> is wrong on century time scales, then Jones and Briffa are wrong too. If
>> Esper's series is also wrong on inter-decadal time scales, then your series
>> is wrong as well because on that time scale of variablity, his series
>> agrees very well with yours. So, I would be very cautious about declaring
>> that Esper's series is in some sense invalid. Finally, as I have said ad
>> nausem, I have no control over what Broecker thinks or does beyond
>> presenting to him a convincing case for the ability of certain tree-ring
>> series to preserve long-term temperature variability. And again, "I also
>> tried to emphasize the extra-tropical nature of this series." Please give
>> me a break here.
>>



>> >Finally, what is the exact spatial distribution of the sparse data he used.
>> >Scott R. drove home the point regarding the importance of taking into
>> >account spatial sampling in his talk at the workshop. A sparse
>> >extratratropical set of indicators, no matter how
>> >locally-temperature-sensitive they are, will not, unless you're *very*
>> >lucky w/ the locations, be an accurate indicator of true N. Hem temp. In
>> >general it will overestimate the variance at all timescales. The true N.Hem
>> >temperature (ie, weighted largely by tropical ocean SST) has much less
>> >variance than extratrpoical continents. There may be a large apples and
>> >oranges component to the comparisons you describe.
>>
>> I know your argument and I am sensitive to it, hence my emphasis on
>> "extra-tropical". So, don't look for disagreement on the importance of the
>> tropical SSTs to any estimate of NH temperatures. But let's be honest here.
>> Your reconstruction prior to roughly AD 1600 is dominated by extra-tropical
>> proxies. So, in a way, you are caught in the same dilemma as all other
>> people who have tried to do this.
>>
>> >We've shown that are reconstructions in continental extratropical regions
>> >have lots more variance and variability. It is, as we have all shown, the
>> >averaging over many regions that reduces the amplitude of variability. Our
>> >regional reconstructions show far more significant warm and cold periods.
>> >But they cancel out spatially!
>>
>> Understood, but it is still unclear how this all happens as your
>> reconstruction proceeds back in time with an increasingly limited and
>> spatially-restricted set of proxies. Confidence limits that you place on
>> your series is laudable and I agree, to first order, that the MWP in your
>> series could easily have been cooler than what you show. But it implicitly
>> assumes that the estimates are equally unbiased (or equally biased for that
>> matter) back in time. I don't know if that is an issue here, but I believe
>> that the issue of bias using an increasingly sparse number of predictors
>> scattered irregularly over space has not be investigated. Please correct me
>> if I am wrong here.
>>
>> >If a legitimate argument were to be made that we have significnatly
>> >understiamted, within the context of our uncertainty estimates, the
>> >amplitude of the MWP at the hemispheric scale, I'd be the first to accept
>> >it (note that, as Phil et al pointed out in their recent review article in
>> >Science, we do not dispute that temperatures eearly in the millennium,
>> >within the uncertainty estimates, may have been comparable to early/mid
>> >20th centurys--just not late 20th century temperatures).
>>
>> We are in agreement here. See my earlier comments.
>>
>> >Frankly though Ed, I really don't see it here. We may have to let the
>> >peer-review process decid this, but I think you might benefit from knowing
>> >the consensus of the very able group we have assembled in this email
>> >list, on what Esper/you have done?
>>
>> Of course, I know everyone in this "very able group" and respect their
>> opinions and scientific credentials. The same obviously goes for you. That
>> is not to say that we can't disagree. Afterall, consensus science can
>> impede progress as much as promote understanding.
>>
>> Cheers,
>>
>> Ed



>>
>> >Comments or thoughts?
>> >
>> >cheers,
>> >
>> >mike
>> >
>> >At 10:59 AM 5/2/xxx xxxx xxxx, Edward Cook wrote:
>> >> >Ed,
>> >> >
>> >> >heard some rumor that you are involved in a non-hockey stick
>>reconstruction
>> >> >of northern hemisphere temperatures. I am very intrigued to learn about
>> >> >this - are these results suggesting the so called Medieval Warm
>>Period may
>> >> >be warmer than the early/mid 20th century?
>> >> >
>> >> >any enlightenment on this would be most appreciated, Tom
>> >> >
>> >> >
>> >> >
>> >> >Thomas J. Crowley
>> >> >Dept. of Oceanography
>> >> >Texas A&M University
>> >> >College Station, TX 77xxx xxxx xxxx
>> >> >xxx xxxx xxxx
>> >> >xxx xxxx xxxx(fax)
>> >> >xxx xxxx xxxx(alternate fax)
>> >>
>> >>Hi Tom,
>> >>
>> >>As rumors often are, the one you heard is not entirely accurate. So, I
>>will
>> >>take some time here to explain for you, Mike, and others exactly what was
>> >>done and what the motivation was, in an effort to hopefully avoid any
>> >>misunderstanding. I especially want to avoid any suggestion that this work
>> >>was being done to specifically counter or refute the "hockey stick".
>> >>However, it does suggest (as do other results from your EBM, Peck's work,
>> >>the borehole data, and Briffa and Jones large-scale proxy estimates) that
>> >>there are unresolved (I think) inconsistencies in the low-frequency
>>aspects
>> >>of the hockey stick series compared to other results. So, any comparisons
>> >>with the hockey stick were made with that spirit in mind.
>> >>
>> >>What Jan Esper and I are working on (mostly Jan with me as second author)
>> >>is a paper that was in response to Broecker's Science Perspectives
>>piece on
>> >>the Medieval Warm Period. Specifically, we took strong exception to his
>> >>claim that tree rings are incapable of preserving century time scale
>> >>temperature variability. Of course, if Broecker had read the
>>literature, he
>> >>would have known that what he claimed was inaccurate. Be that as it may,
>> >>Jan had been working on a project, as part of his post-doc here, to
>>look at
>> >>large-scale, low-frequency patterns of tree growth and climate in long
>> >>tree-ring records provided to him by Fritz Schweingruber. With the
>>addition
>> >>of a couple of sites from foxtail pine in California, Jan amassed a



>> >>collection of 14 tree-ring sites scattered somewhat uniformly over the
>> >>xxx xxxx xxxxdegree NH latitude band, with most extending back 1xxx xxxx 
xxxxyears.
>> >>All of the sites are from temperature-sensitive locations (i.e. high
>> >>elevation or high northern latitude. It is, as far as I know, the largest,
>> >>longest, and most spatially representative set of such
>> >>temperature-sensitive tree-ring data yet put together for the NH
>> >>extra-tropics.
>> >>
>> >>In order to preserve maximum low-frequency variance, Jan used the Regional
>> >>Curve Standardization (RCS) method, used previously by Briffa and myself
>> >>with great success. Only here, Jan chose to do things in a somewhat
>>radical
>> >>fashion. Since the replication at each site was generally insufficient to
>> >>produce a robust RCS chronology back to, say, AD 1000, Jan pooled all of
>> >>the original measurement series into 2 classes of growth trends:
>>non-linear
>> >>(~700 ring-width series) and linear (~500 ring-width series). He than
>> >>performed independent RCS on the each of the pooled sets and produced
>>2 RCS
>> >>chronologies with remarkably similar multi-decadal and centennial
>> >>low-frequency characteristics. These chronologies are not good at
>> >>preserving high-frquency climate information because of the scattering of
>> >>sites and the mix of different species, but the low-frequency patterns are
>> >>probably reflecting the same long-term changes in temperature. Jan than
>> >>averaged the 2 RCS chronologies together to produce a single chronology
>> >>extending back to AD 800. It has a very well defined Medieval Warm
>>Period -
>> >>Little Ice Age - 20th Century Warming pattern, punctuated by strong
>>decadal
>> >>fluctuations of inferred cold that correspond well with known histories of
>> >>neo-glacial advance in some parts of the NH. The punctuations also appear,
>> >>in some cases, to be related to known major volcanic eruptions.
>> >>
>> >>Jan originally only wanted to show this NH extra-tropical RCS
>>chronology in
>> >>a form scaled to millimeters of growth to show how forest productivity and
>> >>carbon sequestration may be modified by climate variability and change
>>over
>> >>relatively long time scales. However, I encouraged him to compare his
>> >>series with NH instrumental temperature data and the proxy estimates
>> >>produced by Jones, Briffa, and Mann in order bolster the claim that his
>> >>unorthodox method of pooling the tree-ring data was producing a record
>>that
>> >>was indeed related to temperatures in some sense. This he did by linearly
>> >>rescaling his RCS chronology from mm of growth to temperature
>>anomalies. In
>> >>so doing, Jan demonstrated that his series, on inter-decadal time scales
>> >>only, was well correlated to the annual NH instrumental record. This
>>result
>> >>agreed extremely well with those of Jones and Briffa. Of course, some of
>> >>the same data were used by them, but probably not more than 40 percent
>> >>(Briffa in particular), so the comparison is based on mostly, but not
>> >>fully, independent data. The similarity indicated that Jan's approach was
>> >>valid for producing a useful reconstruction of multi-decadal temperature
>> >>variability (probably weighted towards the warm-season months, but it is
>> >>impossible to know by how much) over a larger region of the NH
>> >>extra-tropics than that produced before by Jones and Briffa. It also



>> >>revealed somewhat more intense cooling in the Little Ice Age that is more
>> >>consistent with what the borehole temperatures indicate back to AD 1600.
>> >>This result also bolsters the argument for a reasonably large-scale
>> >>Medieval Warm Period that may not be as warm as the late 20th century, but
>> >>is of much(?) greater significance than that produced previously.
>> >>
>> >>Of course, Jan also had to compare his record with the hockey stick since
>> >>that is the most prominent and oft-cited record of NH temperatures
>>covering
>> >>the past 1000 years. The results were consistent with the differences
>>shown
>> >>by others, mainly in the century-scale of variability. Again, the Esper
>> >>series shows a very strong, even canonical, Medieval Warm Period - Little
>> >>Ice Age - 20th Century Warming pattern, which is largely missing from the
>> >>hockey stick. Yet the two series agree reasonably well on inter-decadal
>> >>timescales, even though they may not be 1:1 expressions of the same
>> >>temperature window (i.e. annual vs. warm-season weighted). However, the
>> >>tree-ring series used in the hockey stick are warm-season weighted as
>>well,
>> >>so the difference between "annual" and "warm-season weighted" is probably
>> >>not as large as it might seem, especially before the period of
>>instrumental
>> >>data (e.g. pre-1700) in the hockey stick. So, they both share a
>>significant
>> >>degree of common interdecal temperature information (and some, but not
>> >>much, data), but do not co-vary well on century timescales. Again,
>>this has
>> >>all been shown before by others using different temperature
>> >>reconstructions, but Jan's result is probably the most comprehensive
>> >>expression (I believe) of extra-tropical NH temperatures back to AD 800 on
>> >>multi-decadal and century time scales.
>> >>
>> >>Now back to the Broecker perspectives piece. I felt compelled to refute
>> >>Broecker's erroneous claim that tree rings could not preserve long-term
>> >>temperature information. So, I organized a "Special Wally Seminar" in
>>which
>> >>I introduced the topic to him and the packed audience using Samuel
>> >>Johnson's famous "I refute it thus" statement in the form of "Jan
>>Esper and
>> >>I refute Broecker thus". Jan than presented, in a very detailed and well
>> >>espressed fashion, his story and Broecker became an instant convert. In
>> >>other words, Wally now believes that long tree-ring records, when properly
>> >>selected and processed, can preserve low-frequency temperature variability
>> >>on centennial time scales. Others in the audience came away with the same
>> >>understanding, one that we dendrochronologists always knew to be the case.
>> >>This was the entire purpose of Jan's work and the presentation of it to
>> >>Wally and others. Wally had expressed some doubts about the hockey stick
>> >>previously to me and did so again in his perspectives article. So, Jan's
>> >>presentation strongly re-enforced Wally's opinion about the hockey stick,
>> >>which he has expressed to others including several who attended a
>> >>subsequent NOAA meeting at Lamont. I have no control over what Wally says
>> >>and only hope that we can work together to reconcile, in a professional,
>> >>friendly manner, the differences between the hockey stick and other proxy
>> >>temperature records covering the past 1000 years. This I would like to do.
>> >>
>> >>I do think that the Medieval Warm Period was a far more significant event
>> >>than has been recognized previously, as much because the high-resolution
>> >>data to evaluate it had not been available before. That is much less



>>so the
>> >>case now. It is even showing up strongly now in long SH tree-ring series.
>> >>However, there is still the question of how strong this event was in the
>> >>tropics. I maintain that we do not have the proxies to tell us that now.
>> >>The tropical ice core data are very difficult to interpret as temperature
>> >>proxies (far worse than tree rings for sure and maybe even unrelated to
>> >>temperatures in any simple linear sense as is often assumed), so I do not
>> >>believe that they can be used alone as records to test for the
>>existence of
>> >>a Medieval Warm Period in the tropics. That being the case, there are
>> >>really no other high-resolution records from the tropics to use, and the
>> >>teleconnections between long extra-tropical proxies and the tropics are, I
>> >>believe, far too tenuous and probably unstable to use to sort out this
>> >>issue.
>> >>
>> >>So, at this stage I would argue that the Medieval Warm Period was probably
>> >>a global extra-tropical event, at the very least, with warmth that was
>> >>persistent and probably comparable to much of what we have experienced in
>> >>the 20th century. However, I would not claim (and nor would Jan) that it
>> >>exceeded the warmth of the late 20th century. We simply do not have the
>> >>precision or the proxy replication to say that yet. This being said, I do
>> >>find the dismissal of the Medieval Warm Period as a meaningful global
>>event
>> >>to be grossly premature and probably wrong. Kind of like Mark Twain's
>> >>commment that accounts of his death were greatly exaggerated. If, as some
>> >>people believe, a degree of symmetry in climate exists between the
>> >>hemispheres, which would appear to arise from the tropics, then the
>> >>existence of a Medieval Warm Period in the extra-tropics of the NH and SH
>> >>argues for its existence in the tropics as well. Only time and an enlarged
>> >>suite of proxies that extend into the tropics will tell if this is true.
>> >>
>> >>I hope that what I have written clarifies the rumor and expresses my views
>> >>more completely and accurately.
>> >>
>> >>Cheers,
>> >>
>> >>Ed
>> >>
>> >>==================================
>> >>Dr. Edward R. Cook
>> >>Doherty Senior Scholar
>> >>Tree-Ring Laboratory
>> >>Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
>> >>Palisades, New York 10964 USA
>> >>Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
>> >>Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>> >>Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>> >>==================================
>> >
>> >_______________________________________________________________________
>> > Professor Michael E. Mann
>> > Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
>> > University of Virginia
>> > Charlottesville, VA 22903
>> >_______________________________________________________________________
>> >e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
>> > http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
>>



>>
>> ==================================
>> Dr. Edward R. Cook
>> Doherty Senior Scholar
>> Tree-Ring Laboratory
>> Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
>> Palisades, New York 10964 USA
>> Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
>> Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>> Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>> ==================================
>>
>>
>>
>
>_______________________________________________________________________
> Professor Michael E. Mann
> Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
> University of Virginia
> Charlottesville, VA 22903
>_______________________________________________________________________
>e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
> http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.html

>>

==================================
Dr. Edward R. Cook
Doherty Senior Scholar
Tree-Ring Laboratory
Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
Palisades, New York 10964 USA
Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
==================================

===
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To: Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
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<x-flowed>
Hi Ed,

H

On the road, but just had to chime into this debate briefly.

O

What you say is of course true, but we have to start somewhere. Step #1 is
producing a reconstruction. Without some reasonable estimate of
uncertainty, a reconstruction isn't
very useful in my opinion. Step #2 is producing some reasonable estimate of



uncertainty. In my mind, this is based on looking at the calibration
residuals, seeing if they pass some basic tests for whiteness, normality,
etc., looking at the verification statistics, and seeing if this continues
to hold up in an independent sample. It is important to use the longest
instrumental records we have for independent verification where possible.
Of course, there may be additional biases in the predictors that are
difficult to identify even in a relatively long verification interval
(e.g., ultra low-frequency problems w/ fidelity). Step #3 is trying to
evaluate this as best we can (looking at the frequency domain structure of
the predictors themselves, seeing if there is loss of variance at very long
timescales, looking at the robustness of long-term trends to
standardization issues, etc.), etc...I see this as a successive series of
diagnostics and self-consistency checks that iterate towards getting a
reasonable handle on the uncertainties. This is the approach
that we have taken, and I think it is the most appropriate...

t

I firmly believe that a reconstruction w/ out some reasonable estimate of
uncertainty is almost useless! If the community wants to use paleodata for
signal detection, model validation, etc. I believe that this is absolutely
essential to do, whether or not we can do a perfect job.

e

I would be very surprised if Hans would disagree w/ my statement above!

I

anyways, my two cents on the matter...

a

mike

m

At 09:50 AM 5/17/xxx xxxx xxxx, Ed Cook wrote:
>Hi Juerg,
>
>I've done an admittedly quick read of your paper "Extending NAO
>Reconstructions Back to AD 1500" and find it to be fine overall. One slight
>correction on pg. 3 concerning the Cook et al. (1998) recon. The tree-ring
>records used also included some from England, as well as the eastern US and
>northern Fennoscandia. On pg. 10, sentence 8-9 in Conclusions, the wording
>is a little confusing. You say "Including station pressure of Gibraltar and
>Reykjavik as predictors in 1821 lead to a decrease of the confidence
>estimates". This almost sounds like you are doing worse when adding in
>Gibraltar and Reykjavik, when I know you mean the opposite. So, a change in
>wording to something like "... lead to increased confidence in the
>estimates of monthly NAO". Also in Table 1, is the Cullen R4 NAO
>reconstruction the one with instrumental data in it? If so, it has used
>some of the same data as yours. I don't recall if R4 is the one with
>instrumental data. But if it is, you ought to mention that.
>
>
>On a thematic note that doesn't have much direct bearing on the paper as it
>stands now (but which may be of interest to Keith, Phil, and Mike as well),
>I have growing doubts about the validity and use of error estimates that
>are being applied to reconstructions, such as those you have applied in
>Fig. 3. First, as you say at the end of the paper, there is a clear
>frequency dependence in the strength of relationship between the actual and
>proxy-estimated data that is not being considered, i.e. "the SE ... become
>smaller when considering low-pass filtered time series" (pg. 10). The
>assumption of the error estimates as now estimated and applied is that the
>error variance is truly white noise, i.e. equally distributed across all
>frequencies. That is surely not the case. This is different from questions
>about autocorrelated residuals, which tell you nothing about the frequency



>dependence of the quality of the estimates. This is where classic
>regression theory falls down. It is based on the notion that each
>observation is a random sample with no time history or frequency domain
>structure. When we use long time series of observations (climate or proxy)
>to reconstruct some climate variable, we are also using predictors that
>have time series structure and history that cannot vary in a completely
>random fashion even if the data could be completely resampled. This is
>because they represent a series of prior "observations" of
>climatic/environmental conditions. This lack of randomness of the
>observations used for reconstructing past climate again causes me to doubt
>the validity of the error estimates being applied. The degree to which the
>reconstruction can actually vary from year to year within the prescribed
>error limits is itself constrained by the time history of the observations
>themselves used for reconstruction. In contrast, the 2SE limits in your
>Fig. 3 prior to 1821 contain almost all of the estimates. This result could
>be used to claim that there is effectively no useful time history of
>variation in the NAO reconstruction prior to 1821 because each estimate may
>fall with equal probability anywhere in the error envelop. I would regard
>this interpretation as completely wrong. Thus, I would say that the decadal
>period of above-average winter NAO in your reconstruction around AD 1700 is
>real, assuming that the predictors used are providing unbiased estimates,
>even though it is fully enclosed by the 2SE limits that intersect zero.
>This is getting towards the debate with Von Storch over "most probable"
>estimates. I am probably not explaining myself well here and undoubtedly
>need to think more about it. But I really think that error bars, as often
>presented, may potentially distort and unfairly degrade the interpreted
>quality of reconstructions. So, are the error bars better than nothing? I'm
>not so sure.
>
>Cheers,
>
>Ed
>
> >Hello Ed
> >
> >thanks very much for your nice mail. I hope these little
> >comments were useful for you and yes of course
> >we hope too that we can merge the data base sometime
> >later on. This would be great.
> >
> >Do you think that you could send me some comments
> >on our paper by tomorrow?
> >Is your paper for the Orense book?
> >
> >Many greetings and till later
> >
> >Juerg
>
>
>==================================
>Dr. Edward R. Cook
>Doherty Senior Scholar
>Tree-Ring Laboratory
>Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
>Palisades, New York 10964 USA
>Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
>Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx



>==================================

>

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
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<x-flowed>
John:

J

For future reference, I think its also important to clarify for you what
the Dahl-Jensen, Clow et al borehole results actually show (see Dahl-Jensen
et al, "Past Temperatures Directly from the Greenland Ice Sheet", Science,
282, October 1998).

2

In fact, the results show that the amplitude of variability over the past
1000+ years differs by a factor of 2 between the GRIP and Dye 3 borehole
estimates (the latter only 865 km to the south). This is an example of
extreme regional-scale variability, which should give pause to those who
want to draw large-scale inferences.

w

However, even more importantly, they show in the case of Dye 3, the mid
20th century warm period in the record actually exceeds the Medieval warm
peak! (see Fig 4, lower panel, blue curve). So here we have two temperature
histories less than 1000 km apart in Greenland, which give different
stories regarding the level of Medieval warmth, with at least one of the
histories conforming precisely to the hemispheric trends presented in IPCC
chapter 2 (note that in the chapter, we actually discuss the evidence of
conflicting temperature trends in Greenland, though not specifically
referring to Dahl-Jensen et al).

r

So do I understand correctly that you are referring to the results of
Dahl-Jensen et al as conflicting with what we say in the chapter? At the
face of it, this argument has no merit whatsoever. I think we should all
use a better explanation from you, since you seem to be arguing publically
that the Dahl-Jensen et al record undermines what we've said in the chapter.

t

Thanks in advance,

T



mike

m

p.s. I've cc'd in Eric Steig, a collaborator of Clow's and a Greenland &
Antarctic Ice Core expert, to make sure my facts above have been presented
accurately. Perhaps Eric woudl be kind enough to forward my email to Gary
Clow, and Gary can let us know directly if he disagrees with any of my
remarks above.

r

At 03:30 PM 5/23/xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:
>John,
>
>I appreciate your reply.
>
>However, I don't agree at all w/ your assessment. It was determined early
>on that the ice core borehole results would be discussed in the context of
>the millennial-scale variability section, as they arguably don't have the
>resolution to address the timescales relevant to the past 1000 years. So
>this was in Jean's domain, not mine, and if the cross-references between
>the sections aren't clear enough in that regard, that is indeed our fault.
>
>However, there is considerable discussion of the fact that the
>Arctic/North Atlantic regions are inappropriate for inferences into
>hemispheric-scale temperature patterns, and this remains fundamentally
>from any reasonable treatment of the underlying climate dynamics that
>influence that region.
>
>The various hemispheric temperature reconstructions discussed in our
>chapter (the emphasis was on the commonality between them), including Mann
>et al, Jones et al, Briffa et al, Crowley and Lowery, and others, make
>considerable use of just about all of the available reliable low-res and
>high-res paleo data available, and come to a clear concensus regarding the
>relative warmth of the Medieval period at the hemispheric/global scale.
>Crowley's modeling results come to the same conclusion, and it entirely
>independent of
>any empirical paleoclimate reconstructions.
>
>You misrepresent the Mann et al reconstruction--it is not based on "tree
>rings", but uses all high-resolution proxy information commonly available.
>We have shown, in fact, that our reconstruction is robust to the
>inclusion/disclusion of tree ring information. The Crowley and Lowery
>reconstruction, which is discussed in our chapter, makes use of almost no
>tree ring data, and employs lower-resolution proxy indicators, including
>the very records (Keigwin, Lamb's central england temperature record,
>GISP2 o18) that are often used to argue for a warmer MWP, and yet comes to
>the same conclusion. And Tom shows that when averaged across the
>hemisphere, a warmer-than-present-day MWP just doesn't hold up.
>
>Our treatment of this subject in the chapter was far more careful, far
>more inclusive and detailed, and far more nuanced than you give us credit
>for. Your comments below remain disturbingly selective and myopic, and we
>have dealt w/ similar comments many times over...
>
>If ABC is looking to do a hatchet job on IPCC so be it (this doesn't
>surprise me--Stossel has an abysmal record in his treatment of
>environmental issues, from what I had heard), but I'll be very disturbed
>if you turn out to have played into this in a way that is unfair to your
>co-authors on chapter 2, and your colleagues in general. This wouldn't
>have surprised me coming from certain individuals, but I honestly expected



>more from you...
>
>Mike
>
>>Date: Wed, 23 May 2001 13:50:xxx xxxx xxxx
>>From: John Christy <christy@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
>>X-Mailer: Mozilla 4.04 (Macintosh; I; PPC)
>>To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
>>Subject: Re: IPCC
>>
>>Hi Mike:
>>
>>Here's what happened. ABC News 20/20 with Stossel wanted me to be part
>>of a segment that will air at the end of June on the climate change
>>issue. Specifically the piece will be dealing with the alarmist
>>rhetoric that tends to be found in the media. I am more than happy to
>>talk about that because I've been very disappointed with what has gone
>>on even with respect to some of the IPCC elders and their pronouncements
>>for forthcoming disasters.
>>
>>In one of the pre-interviews they asked about the "Hockey Stick". I
>>told them of my doubts about the intercentury precision of the record,
>>especially the early part, and that other records suggested the period
>>1000 years ago was warmer. I remember saying that "you must give the
>>author credit for including the large error bars for that time series in
>>the figure." I also specifically said that the most precise record of
>>century scale precision, Greenland Borehole temps, was very important to
>>note but that the figure was not in the IPCC. I then looked quickly at
>>the IPCC reference list and saw the citation of Dahl-Jensen and assumed
>>that it was at least commented on in the 1000 year time series material
>>and told ABC as much.
>>
>>ABC called back a few days later and said they couldn't find a reference
>>to the Greenland stuff in the IPCC discussion of the past 1000 years.
>>So I read the final version, and ABC was right. I said this was an
>>omission that should not have happened - and that I take part of the
>>blame because I had mentioned it at each of our Lead Author meetings.
>>
>>Last Thursday night, I was one of the guys flown to NY City for the
>>taping of the show. There was only one question on this particular
>>issue (it was even after Stossel had left the room) and I gave much the
>>same answer as I indicated above (as best as I can remember)- that the
>>"Hockey Stick" (I don't think I used the term "Hockey Stick", and I'm
>>almost positive I did not mention your name at any point) is one
>>realization of temperatures but that other data are not included and
>>that I had thought the "other" data were clearly mentioned in the IPCC,
>>but weren't. I mentioned the large error bars (as a credit to you) and
>>that I was partly to blame for this omission. If they use my remark,
>>they could slice and dice it to make it as provocative as possible.
>>
>>Four of us were taped for almost 2 hours, and from this they will select
>>about 8 minutes, so I doubt my remarks will make the show. When Stossel
>>came back in after all was said and done, he said to me that I might be
>>a good scientist but I didn't have the emotion and passion necessary to
>>excite the audience. In one way, that is a compliment I suppose. I
>>think Pat M. will have a good chunk of air time (I don't remember
>>whether he added any comments on the 1000-year time series, but he may
>>have).



>>
>>Whatever is shown, just keep it in context. There is no way a clear
>>scientific point with all the caveats and uncertainties can come across
>>in such venues. However, I do agree with Stossel's premise (though I
>>don't know what the piece will actually look like so I may be
>>disappointed) that the dose of climate change disasters that have been
>>dumped on the average citizen is designed to be overly alarmist and
>>could lead us to make some bad policy decisions. (I've got a good story
>>about the writers of the TIME cover piece a couple of months ago that
>>proves they were not out to discuss the issue but to ignore science and
>>influence government.)
>>
>>It is not bad science to look at arguably the most precise measure of a
>>point temperature (actually two boreholes) when that point shows a 600+
>>year period of greater warmth than today. On that time scale, the
>>equivalent spatial scale is much larger than any of the regional
>>oscillations we now identify. But, there are several other (admittedly
>>less robust) measures that suggest greater warmth 1000 years ago that
>>are outside the N. Atlantic area. I just don't think tree rings, if
>>averaged over a century, can tell us which century was warmest. We've
>>never had two complete, independent centuries of global instrumental
>>data (separated by more than one century) to even test this idea. (By
>>the way, I came to my own conclusions long before Broekers piece
>>appeared.) This is an area of further work that I promoted to the NRC
>>about 2 months ago (more funding for Paleo work to assess intercentury
>>precision of all proxy records.)
>>
>>Regarding the IPCC. The IPCC TAR is good, but it is not perfect nor
>>sacred and is open to criticism as any document should be. In some
>>cases it is already outdated. Some of the story lines used to generate
>>high temperature changes are simply ridiculous. The IPCC is us. We are
>>under no gag rule to keep our thoughts to ourselves. I thought our
>>chapter turned out pretty good overall, and I attribute that to the
>>open, working relationship we all had (some other chapter groups did not
>>experience this) and to the tireless efforts of our convening lead
>>authors.
>>
>>Good to hear from you.
>>
>>John C.
>>
>>
>>--
>>************************************************************
>>John R. Christy
>>Director, Earth System Science Center voice: xxx xxxx xxxx
>>Professor, Atmospheric Science fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>>Alabama State Climatologist
>>University of Alabama in Huntsville
>>http://www.atmos.uah.edu/atmos/christy.html
>>
>>Mail: University of Alabama in Huntsville, Huntsville AL 35899
>>Express: NSSTC/ESSC 320 Sparkman Dr., Huntsville AL 35805
>
>_______________________________________________________________________
> Professor Michael E. Mann
> Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
> University of Virginia



> Charlottesville, VA 22903
>_______________________________________________________________________
>e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
> http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
>

>

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
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"

Mike:

M

You are right: this is a disinformation campaign.
Some remarks

S

1) On the Christy et al grl paper, I sent the following to John following
the IPCC Shanghai mtg.:

t

Date: Mon, 22 Jan 2001 15:39:xxx xxxx xxxx(MST)
From: Kevin Trenberth <trenbert@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: John Christy <christy@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: your grl paper

S

John:

J

Just back from IPCC. One surprise was the strong Saudi delegation
distributed your recent grl paper and wanted it inserted into the SPM! In
spite of the fact that you are a lead author on Chapter 2 , the paper is
referenced, etc. In fact Simon Brown was there.

r

Chris Folland made a comment about his hypothesis for this: related to
changes/growth in ships. My hypothesis focusses on the buoy data.
See our recent paper submitted to jgr:

S

http://www.cgd.ucar.edu/cas/papers/jgr2001b/jgr2.html also

h

http://www.cgd.ucar.edu/cas/papers/jgr2001a/jgr_interann.html

h



This shows that during and following El Nino there is an anomalous flux of
heat out of ocean into atmosphere in the east Pacific of order 50 W m-2 over
many months: so ocean T warms relative to air. During La Lina flux goes
other way. i.e. air warms relative to ocean.

o

So your results must be affected by 1xxx xxxx xxxxevent at end of series and that
may explain trend differential.

m

Hope this helps
Regards
Kevin

K

i.e. the result is not as advertized.

i

=====================

=

2) wrt Lindzen's paper

2

Here is the text from my recent Senate testimony

H

The determination of the climatic response to the changes in heating and
cooling is complicated by feedbacks. Some of these can amplify the original
warming (positive feedback) while others serve to reduce it (negative
feedback). If, for instance, the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere
were suddenly doubled, but with other things remaining the same, the outgoing
long-wave radiation would be reduced and instead trapped in the atmosphere.
To restore the radiative balance, the atmosphere must warm up and, in the
absence of other changes, the warming at the surface and throughout the
troposphere would be about 1.2dg C. In reality, many other factors will
change, and various feedbacks come into play, so that the best IPCC estimate
of the average global warming for doubled carbon dioxide is 2.5dg C. In
other words, the net effect of the feedbacks is positive and roughly doubles
the response otherwise expected. The main positive feedback comes from
increases in water vapor with warming.

i

In 2001, the IPCC gave special attention to this topic. The many issues with
water vapor and clouds were addressed at some length in Chapter 7 (of which I
was a lead author, along with Professor Richard Lindzen (M.I.T.), and
others). Recent possibilities that might nullify global warming (Lindzen
2001) were considered but not accepted because they run counter to the
prevailing evidence, and the IPCC (Stocker et al., 2001) concluded that ``the
balance of evidence favours a positive clear sky water vapour feedback of the
magnitude comparable to that found in the simulations."

m

===
Here is a more complete rebuttal, written March 23 to MacCracken.

HH

Subject: Re: Recent Lindzen paper

S

Kevin Trenberth

K

1) The paper is based on very simple conceptual ideas that do not mesh with
reality. Fig. 2 is simply not correct. For a more correct view of the
overturning see:

o

Trenberth, K. E., D. P. Stepaniak and J. M. Caron, 2000: The global monsoon
as seen through the divergent atmospheric circulation. {J. Climate},



13, 3xxx xxxx xxxx.

1

This paper also shows that the flow in the tropics is dominated by transients
(and thus mixing) of all kinds. The mean overturning is only about a third
of the daily mean variance for a month and much less if the intra diurnal
variations and interannual variations are included.

v

2) The "observations" analysis makes absolutely no sense to me at all. There
is a totally inadequate description of what is done and no way to decipher
what a dot in Fig 5 or Fig 6 is. Given 20 months, and daily values (how
was that done?) why are there only about 330 points? Why isn't Fig 6 part
of Fig. 5?

o

In any event the results are totally at odds with other evidence. Here I
refer to the Goes Precipitation Index which uses 3 hourly data on OLR, and
thus on high cloud, as an index of rainfall, and it is clear from many
studies that OLR generally decreases (convection and high cloud increase)
with SST, the reverse of the relationship in Fig. 5.

w

Moreover the whole conceptual basis for anything here is surely flawed. As
stated, on short time scales SST is not changing. But clouds are NOT caused
by local SST, rather they arise from either transients, like the MJO, or for
the ITCZ and SPCZ (which are major operators in this region), they come from
moisture convergence (P>>E) and so it is the patterns of SST (gradients) as
well as where the warmest water is that determines where the convergence and
clouds occur. Now in the warm pool, the convergence is focussed more on the
edges, as that is where the pressure gradients are greater, and so the
convergence is not where SST is necessarily highest.

c

In any case, moisture is not equal to cloudy air. Many analyses show that
moisture is much more extensive, see for example
Trenberth, K. E., and C. J. Guillemot, 1998: Evaluation of the atmospheric
moisture and hydrological cycle in the NCEP/NCAR reanalyses. {Climate
Dyn.}, {14}, xxx xxxx xxxx.

DD

Even with such results, other factors need to be considered.
One process might be
High SST => convergence => rainfall and cloud
OR
Less cloud => more solar radiation => higher SST

L

Those give opposite relations and both operate. The latter is more important
in the Indian Ocean where subsidence (from the Pacific) dominates.
However, it also operates over the oceans in the region in question in
northern summer, because that is the monsoon season, and the main convection
is over land, meaning subsidence over the ocean.

i

None of this is sorted out in any way in this paper.
In fact it is so bad in this regard I do not know how it got published.

I

In Fig 5 etc, no correlations are given, nor are their significance levels.
My rough estimate is that the correlation is about 0.2 to 0.3 and that is
significant if the 330 or so points are independent. But why should I have
to guess at that.
Again I would question the editorial and review process.

A

3) Finally, I refer you to chapter 7 of IPCC which is a more balanced



assessment. Lindzen was a coauthor of that with me and others. Lindzen
wrote 7.2.1 and the same figure 1 in the BAMS article was included as 7.1 in
chapter 7 along with similar ones from models, showing that these things are
fully simulated in good models, although better with higher resolution.
Anyway, his arguments were fully considered in chapter 7 and you can read it
to see the result. The whole of 7.2.1, including 7.2.1.1. 7.2.1.2 and
7.2.1.3 was put together originally by Lindzen, Pierrehumbert and Le Treut,
but basically the final version was rewritten by me to provide better
balance. Pierrehumbert is an agnostic of sorts: disbelieves everything
including models but seems to have faith in simple theories. Le Treut was
sound on the modeling. I did not change the substance of what they prepared,
I did reshape it and polish and it ended up in a form they accepted.

I

Note at the end it clearly states:
"the balance of evidence favours a positive clear sky water vapour feedback of
the magnitude comparable to that found in the simulations."

t

The 4 subsections together are quite long and throughly air the issue, much
moreso than any previous IPCC report. For those of you who do not have it:
7.2.1 "Physics of the water vapour and cloud feedbacks" (draft written by
Lindzen) is 1.3 pages, 7.2.1.1 (I think Pierrehumbert) "Water vapour
feedback", is 1 page, 7.2.1.2 "Representation of watre vapour in models" is
1.5 pages (Le Treut) and 7.2.1.3 "Summary on water vapour feedbacks" is half
a page or so.

a

---------------
Kevin E. Trenberth e-mail: trenbert@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Climate Analysis Section, NCAR, ML www.cgd.ucar.edu/cas/
P. O. Box 3000, [1850 Table Mesa Drive] (3xxx xxxx xxxx
Boulder, CO 80307 [80305] (3xxx xxxx xxxx(fax)
*******************************

******

On Thu, 24 May 2001, Michael E. Mann wrote:

O

> FYI. I received this from a colleague. This gives you some idea of who is
> behind this latest disinformation push.
>
> A note to all regarding the Broecker piece, which has been heavily referred
> to in this and other similar recent pieces (though it is an opinion piece,
> and not peer-reviewed).
> A response by Bradley, Briffa, Crowley, Hughes, Jones, and Mann appears in
> tomorrows issue of "Science". This response simply points out that old
> fallacies that are simply reiterated in Broecker's piece...
>
> mike
>
>
>
>
>
> > COMPETITIVE ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE
> >
> >



> > Advancing the principles of free enterprise and
> > limited government
> >
> >
> > 5/16/01
> >
> > Latest Global Warming Report Already Obsolete
> >
> > By Paul J. Georgia
> >
> >
> >
> > The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
> >(IPCC) is
> > conducting a campaign of fear to convince us that energy
> >suppression is
> > our only salvation. The "Summary for Policymakers" of the
> >group's latest
> > report ? the report itself has not been officially released ?
> >paints a horrific
> > picture of a climate system gone mad.
> >
> > The new report, known as the "Third Assessment Report" (TAR),
> >is
> > expected to be the focal point for policymakers for the next
> >five years as
> > they decide what to do about global warming, just as the 1995
> >Second
> > Assessment Report has guided policymakers for the last five
> >years.
> > Indeed, the bureaucrats driving the global warming process
> >are using the
> > IPCC to justify their anti-energy policies. Klaus Toepfer,
> >executive
> > director of the United Nations Environment Programme, said,
> >"The
> > scientific consensus presented in this comprehensive report
> >about
> > human induced climate change should sound alarm bells in
> >every
> > national capital and in every local community."[1]
> >
> > In the midst of this campaign, however, the science continues
> >to move
> > apace, leaving many of the IPCC's underlying assumptions and
> > subsequent conclusions in shambles. A sampling of scientific
> >studies
> > published after the completion of the final drafts of the TAR
> >is presented
> > here to give the reader a taste of the constant flux of
> >scientific inquiry and
> > our rapidly changing understanding of the climate system.
> >Indeed, if
> > recent studies are correct there would be little
> >justification for Kyoto-style
> > policies that would ultimately impede humanity's ability to
> >provide itself
> > with the wealth- and health-enhancing benefits of modern



> >civilization.
> >
> > Water Vapor Feedback. The biggest uncertainty in climate
> >science
> > remains "feedback" effects on the climate. The conventional
> >explanation
> > by proponents of global warming theory always assumes that
> > human-induced increases in atmospheric concentrations of
> >greenhouse
> > gases, primarily carbon dioxide, could lead to catastrophic
> >warming of
> > the planet. Man-made greenhouse gas emissions, however, are
> >only an
> > indirect cause of the forecasted warming. A doubling of
> >carbon dioxide
> > concentrations alone would lead to slight warming of about
> >one degree
> > Celsius (1.8 degrees Fahrenheit) over the next 100 years.
> >This small
> > amount of warming, according to standard global warming
> >theory, speeds
> > up evaporation, thereby increasing the amount of water vapor
> >(a major
> > greenhouse gas) in the atmosphere. This "positive water
> >vapor feedback"
> > effect is where most of the predicted warming comes from.
> >This
> > assumption has never been tested.
> >
> > A recent study in the Bulletin of the American Meteorological
> >Society
> > suggests that the reverse is true.[2] The authors find a
> >negative water
> > vapor feedback effect that is powerful enough to offset all
> >other positive
> > feedbacks. Using detailed daily observations of cloud cover
> >from
> > satellites in the tropics and comparing them to sea surface
> >temperatures,
> > the researchers found that there is an "iris effect" in which
> >higher
> > temperatures reduce the warming effect of clouds.
> >
> > According to a NASA statement about the study, "Clouds play a
> >critical
> > and complicated role in regulating the temperature of the
> >Earth. Thick,
> > bright, watery clouds like cumulus shield the atmosphere from
> >incoming
> > solar radiation by reflecting much of it back into space.
> >Thin, icy cirrus
> > clouds are poor sunshields but very efficient insulators that
> >trap energy
> > rising from the Earth's warmed surface. A decrease in cirrus
> >cloud area
> > would have a cooling effect by allowing more heat energy, or
> >infrared
> > radiation, to leave the planet."[3]



> >
> > The researchers found that a one degree Celsius rise in ocean
> >surface
> > temperature decreased the ratio of cirrus cloud area to
> >cumulus cloud
> > area by 17 to 27 percent, allowing more heat to escape.
> >
> > In an interview, lead author Dr. Richard S. Lindzen said the
> >climate
> > models used in the IPCC have the cloud physics wrong. "We
> >found that
> > there were terrible errors about clouds in all the models,
> >and that that will
> > make it impossible to predict the climate sensitivity because
> >the
> > sensitivity of the models depends primarily on water vapor
> >and clouds.
> > Moreover, if clouds are wrong, there's no way you can get
> >water vapor
> > right. They're both intimately tied to each other." Lindzen
> >argues that
> > due to this new finding he doesn't expect "much more than a
> >degree
> > warming and probably a lot less by 2100."[4]
> >
> > The study is the best empirical confirmation to date of the
> >negative
> > feedback hypothesis proposed by Lindzen early on in the
> >global warming
> > debate. It builds on earlier empirical work by Drs. Roy
> >Spencer of NASA
> > and William Braswell of Nichols Research Corporation. Their
> >1997 study
> > also cast doubt on the assumption of a positive water vapor
> >feedback
> > effect.[5] They found that the tropical troposphere, the
> >layer of air
> > between 25,000 and 50,000 feet, is much dryer than climate
> >modelers
> > previously thought. Further empirical work will no doubt
> >confirm whether
> > this phenomenon is common throughout the tropics, which act
> >as the
> > Earth's exhaust vents for escaping heat.
> >
> >
> > Black Carbon. In 1995, the IPCC had to explain in its Second
> > Assessment Report why its previous predictions of global
> >temperature
> > change were nearly three times larger than observed in the
> >actual
> > temperature record. The SAR concluded that emissions of
> >sulfate
> > aerosols from burning coal were offsetting the warming that
> >should be
> > caused by carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere. Sulfate
> >aerosols,
> > according to this explanation, reflect incoming solar



> >radiation back to
> > space, thereby cooling the planet.
> >
> >
> > The TAR takes the sulfate aerosol idea even further. The SAR
> >had
> > predicted a temperature rise of 1 to 3.5 degrees C (1.8 to
> >6.3 degrees F)
> > over the next 100 years. The TAR goes even further,
> >anticipating a 1.4 to
> > 5.8 degrees C (2.52 to 10.44 degrees F) rise in temperature.
> >The
> > extreme case scenario of a 5.8 degrees C of warming, for
> >instance, is
> > based partly on assumptions that the whole world will raise
> >its level of
> > economic activity to that of the U.S., will equal U.S. per
> >capita energy
> > use, and energy use will be carbon intensive. The primary
> >assumption
> > behind the new scenario, however, is that sulfate aerosol
> >emissions will
> > be eliminated by government regulation, giving carbon dioxide
> >free
> > reign.[6]
> >
> > Sulfate aerosols, then, are a key component of catastrophic
> >global
> > warming scenarios. Without them, the IPCC cannot explain why
> >the
> > earth is not warming according to their forecasts, nor can
> >they
> > reasonably claim that global warming will lead to
> >catastrophes of biblical
> > proportions.
> >
> > A new study in Nature eliminates sulfate aerosols as a
> >corrective for the
> > models. [7] The author, Mark Jacobson, a professor with the
> >Department
> > of Civil & Environmental Engineering at Stanford University,
> >examines
> > how black carbon aerosols affect the Earth's climate. Unlike
> >other
> > aerosols that reflect solar radiation back into space, black
> >carbon (soot)
> > absorbs solar radiation, thereby raising atmospheric
> >temperatures.
> >
> > Until now the warming influence of black carbon was thought
> >to be minor,
> > leading researchers to ignore it. James Hansen, with the
> >Goddard
> > Institute for Space Studies, in a paper published in August
> >2000, first
> > suggested that black carbon plays an important role in global
> > warming.[8] Jacobson found "a higher positive forcing from
> >black carbon



> > than previously thought, suggesting that the warming effect
> >from black
> > carbon may nearly balance the net cooling effect of other
> >anthropogenic
> > aerosol constituents."
> >
> > There you have it. Soot offsets the cooling effect of other
> >aerosols,
> > meaning we are back at square one. Scientists still do not
> >have a
> > plausible explanation for why the Earth has failed to warm in
> >line with
> > climate model results. Indeed, all the prognostications of
> >the IPCC are
> > wrong if the Nature study is right.
> >
> >
> > Natural Cycles. The main propaganda device of the TAR is the
> >"hockey
> > stick graph." The graph is a temperature record derived from
> >tree rings
> > dating back to 1000 AD and running through 1900, with the
> >20th century
> > thermometer-based temperature data attached at the end.[9]
> >It claims to
> > show that global temperatures have remained steady or even
> >decreased
> > during the last millennium until the industrial age, when
> >there was an
> > anomalous warming represented by the blade of the hockey
> >stick. The
> > hockey stick is largely bogus, however. The margin of error
> >is so large
> > that nearly any temperature trend could be drawn to fit
> >within it.
> >
> >
> >
> > The hockey stick features prominently in all of IPCC Chairman
> >Robert
> > Watson's speeches, and to the uninitiated it is very
> >persuasive. Senator
> > John McCain (R-AZ), for example, expressed alarm when he saw
> >the
> > graph at Commerce Committee hearings last May.
> >
> >
> > Watson uses the hockey stick to claim that current warming is
> >greater
> > than at any other time in the last 1,000 years. The Medieval
> >Warm
> > Period (MWP) and the Little Ice Age (LIA) were two naturally
> >occurring
> > events during the last millennium where the range of global
> >temperature
> > change exceeded that of the 20th century. During the MWP,
> >global
> > temperatures were higher than they are today. The MWP,



> >however, does
> > not show up in the hockey stick graph.
> >
> > The hockey stick has effectively been dismantled in a recent
> >study in
> > Science, however.[10] Wallace Broecker, of the
> >Lamont-Doherty Earth
> > Observatory, argues that the MWP and the LIA were indeed
> >global
> > phenomena. Referring to the hockey stick, Broecker notes, "A
> >recent,
> > widely cited reconstruction leaves the impression that the
> >20th century
> > warming was unique during the last millennium. It shows no
> >hint of the
> > Medieval Warm Period (from around 800 to 1200 A.D.) during
> >which the
> > Vikings colonized Greenland, suggesting that this warm event
> >was
> > regional rather than global. It also remains unclear why just
> >at the dawn
> > of the Industrial Revolution and before the emission of
> >substantial
> > amounts of anthropogenic [manmade] greenhouse gases, Earth's
> > temperature began to rise steeply."
> >
> >
> > Broecker reviewed several scientific studies which
> >reconstruct the Earth's
> > temperature history into the distant past using various
> >proxies. He
> > concludes, "The post-1860 natural warming was the most recent
> >in a
> > series of similar warmings spaced at roughly 1500-year
> >intervals
> > throughout the present interglacial, the Holocene."[11] In
> >other words,
> > the current warm period may just be attributable to natural
> >cycles.
> >
> >
> > Flawed Temperature Data. The National Oceanic and
> >Atmospheric
> > Administration (NOAA) claimed that the year 2000 was the
> >sixth
> > warmest since 1880. Other temperature records find less
> >warming.[12]
> > Last year was only the 14th warmest, or 9th coolest, year
> >since 1979
> > according to the satellite temperature record,[13] and only
> >the 9th
> > warmest, according to records that include only measurements
> >from
> > meteorological stations.[14]
> >
> > The NOAA data, which is cited by government officials and the
> >news
> > media, may be the least accurate, according to a study that



> >recently
> > appeared in Geophysical Research Letters.[15] The NOAA
> >datasets "are
> > a mixture of near-surface air temperatures over land and sea
> >water
> > temperatures over oceans," according to lead author Dr. John
> >Christy,
> > professor of atmospheric science and director of the Earth
> >System
> > Science Center at the University of Alabama in Huntsville.
> >
> > Since actual air temperature data over many large ocean areas
> >are
> > nonexistent, the NOAA uses sea surface temperatures as a
> >"proxy,"
> > assuming that sea surface temperatures and air temperatures
> >move in
> > lock step. This is not the case, according to the data
> >compiled by
> > Christy and his colleagues at the Hadley Centre of the United
> >Kingdom's
> > Meteorological Office, who worked on the study. The
> >researchers used
> > buoy data in the tropical Pacific Ocean to compare "long-term
> >xxx xxxx xxxxyear)
> > trends for temperatures recorded one meter below the sea
> >surface and
> > three meters above it."
> >
> > What they found was a significant discrepancy. "For each
> >buoy in the
> > Eastern Pacific, the air temperatures measured at the three
> >meter height
> > showed less of a warming trend than did the same buoy's water
> > temperatures at one meter depth," the study said. The
> >difference is a
> > near-surface seawater warming trend of 0.37 degrees C per
> >decade and
> > an air temperature trend of only 0.25 degrees C per decade
> >during the
> > 20-year period tested. Replacing the sea surface
> >temperatures with the
> > air temperature data reduces the Earth's global warming trend
> >by a third,
> > from 0.19 to 0.13 degree C per decade.
> >
> > This is significant due to difficulties with reconciling the
> >various global
> > temperature data sets, particularly the discrepancy between
> >tropospheric
> > temperatures measured by satellites that show little to no
> >warming, and
> > the surface-based temperature data that show slightly more
> >warming.
> > Last year, the National Research Council stated that both
> >temperature
> > records are correct and speculated about an explanation.[16]
> >



> > This brings up another problem, however. The standard
> >explanation of
> > the greenhouse effect suggests warming occurs first five
> >kilometers
> > above the earth's surface in the atmospheric layer known as
> >the
> > troposphere. How events at the surface are connected to what
> >happens
> > high in the atmosphere is not clear, but it is believed that
> >surface
> > warming would follow tropospheric warming through climatic
> >processes
> > such as air circulation.[17] If both temperature records are
> >correct, then
> > this explanation of the greenhouse effect is wrong. Christy
> >et al. brings
> > the surface temperature data into closer agreement with the
> >satellite
> > data, suggesting that a better explanation for the
> >discrepancy is flawed
> > surface data.
> >
> > Progressive Science. At a press conference at the National
> >Press
> > Club on April 18, Mr. Jan Pronk, chairman of the Sixth
> >Conference of the
> > Parties of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
> >Change
> > said most issues were still on the table in the ongoing Kyoto
> >negotiations
> > but the scientific basis of catastrophic global warming could
> >not be
> > questioned. That would be like going back ten years, he
> >said. This is a
> > myopic and erroneous view of science. Science is not static
> >but
> > dynamic. It reaches tentative conclusions at best, and those
> > conclusions constantly give way to new data. The IPCC is a
> >static
> > process, however. The Third Assessment Report is already
> >obsolete and
> > it has not even been released yet. With these four recent
> >studies, it may
> > be time to bid catastrophic global warming theory a warm
> >farewell.
> >
> >
> >
> >
> >
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> >Environment News Service, January 22,
> > 2001.
> > [2] Richard S. Lindzen, Ming-Dah Chou, and Arthur Y. Hou, "Does the
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> > Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society, 82:417-32, March
> >2001.
> > [3] ftp://www.gsfc.nasa.gov/pub/PAO/Releases/2001/01-18.htm
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> >2001.
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Stepan Shiyatov <stepan@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Article and money
Date: Fri Jun 8 13:38:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Stepan
it is just pressure of work. I am afraid the final report did not go to INTAS . I 
will do
it this week! I still expect we will get the money outstanding - just late . 
Sorry.
Keith
At 02:22 PM 5/31/01 +0600, you wrote:

A

Dear Keith,
Thank you for the print of collaborative article published in the J.
of Geophysical Research I have received some days ago. The article is
very interesting and, I think, these reconstructions will be used by
many researchers of different disciplines.
At the end of the last year Janet asked me to send the account of the
bank to transfer the rest money of the INTAS project (737 Euros). I have
sent you the necessary form to transfer the money for my name, but
the Ekaterinburg Branch of Bank for Foreing Trade did not receive the
money until now. Do you know the reason?
This summer I am very busy. Along with Fritz Schweingruber and his team
(four persons)we will visit many sites (using helicopter) on the North of
European and Siberian Arctic and Subarctic (from the Lower of Pechora
river in the west to the Lover of Khatanga river in the East). We will
try to find a new sources of subfossil wood material between the Yamal
Peninsula and Taimyr Peninsula, on the one hand, and between the Yamal
Peninsula and Kola Peninsula, on the other hand. The second aim is to
collect samples from living trees of different ages for estimating
biomas changes.
After this trip I and my post-graduate student will be working in the
Polar Urals (large-scale mapping of forest-tundra ecosystems over the
forest-tundra ecotone for three time intervals: the beginning of the
XXth century, the 1960ties and the 2000ties.
At the end of September I intend to be in Davos.
Best Regards,
Stepan
stepan@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

s

--
Dr. Keith Briffa, Climatic Research Unit, University of East Anglia,
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, United Kingdom
Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Thomas R Karl 



<Thomas.R.Karl@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: NRC report on climate change
Date: Tue, 12 Jun 2001 08:46:36 +0100
Cc: trenbert@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,"Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,tom crowley <tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Folland Chris 
<ckfolland@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>

<

<x-flowed>

<

Dear All,
I'd just like to echo all the points made by Mike and Kevin. The
logic behind saying that
there isn't enough paleo data before 1600 yet there may have been even
early millennia which
experienced warming of almost 2 C per millennium escapes me. As Kevin
points out they have
mixed up all the various factors that force climate on interannual to
intermillennial timescales.
One of the main points of IPCC is to synthesize the science, with
particular reference to
potential future changes. Changes in the distant past (glacial and
deglaciation) are of less
relevance to the 21st century because of differences in boundary
conditions. The last few hundred
to a thousand years are clearly more important to the near future. At
least from my quick
reading there seems no explicit reference to changes in the thermohaline
circulation.
Perhaps the paleo people on this list need to redouble their efforts
to empahasize the
importance of the last few thousand years, stressing absolute dating,
calibration and
verification. Another issue that is mixed up in the report (apart from
the forcing) is spatial
scales. I will try and address these at the Chicago meeting. What are the
4 useful sites ?
I just hope in the US that people read the full IPCC reports and the
summaries, rather
than this hastily cobbled together document. I also hope that Europeans
don't read it. It has
already got some air time here and may get some more with Bush here this
week. Issues
like star wars and capital punishment were commented upon whilst I came
to work. Kyoto
wasn't mentioned.

w

Cheers
Phil

PP

At 10:45 11/06/xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:
>Hi Tom,
>
>Thanks for your message. I know how hard you worked to make the report as
>balanced as possible, and realize this experience must have been a bit
>frustrating for you, after all the careful and hard work you and Chris put
>into our IPCC chapter. While the idea that the limited panel involved in



>the NAS report can provide an improved or more objective assessment of the
>science relative to IPCC seems, of course, ridiculous to a lot of us. But
>I'm very thankful you were on the panel. Needless to say, my criticism
>below is in no way directed towards you, but rather some of the other
>panel members whom I think did a real injustice to the science.
>
>Having seen the list of authors and reviewers of the report, I think I
>have a pretty good idea what the source of a good deal of that skepticism
>is and I think much of it is spurious and unfair. There are legitimate
>caveats and uncertainties--I think we've been very honest about these in
>our publication, and we (as Phil, Keith, and others) are working earnestly
>to improve the reconstructions. But the claims we make (e.g. the
>anomalousness of recent warmth) are guided by the substantial
>uncertainties in the reconstructions, which of course take into account
>uncertainty due to increasingly sparse information back in time, and I
>have yet to see any legitimate argument that our reconstruction (or Phils,
>Toms, Keiths, etc.) is "wrong" within the context of the diagnosed
>uncertainties. Unfortunately, much of the criticsm that has been advanced
>recently is knee-jerk and unsubstantiated, particularly with regard to
>dendroclimatological issues (which Malcolm and Keith can comment on best).
>Much of this has to do w/ a lack of understanding of tree ring information
>(to be honest Tom, I didn't see one name in the list of authors or
>reviewers of the NAS report whom I think is qualified to comment on
>dendroclimatological climate reconstruction and its strengths and
>weaknesses, and that is a real problem. In such a vaccum it is easy, for
>example, for Wally to wave around some highly non-standard, un
>peer-reviewed tree-ring analysis that he has been promoting (which Ed Cook
>himself, a co-author on this, admits makes use of a questionable
>standardization approach), in an attempt to dismiss all other climate
>reconstructions which use tree ring information.
>
>The criticism that there are only "4 useful sites" for reconstructing
>climate over the past 1000 years is especially irksome and ignorant. Does
>Tom C. agree that there are only 4 meaningful records that contribute to
>his reconstruction? Does Phil, or Keith? Where does that number come from?
>The same source as R.L.'s GHG sensitivity factor of 1.0 (i.e., the ether)
>I suspect.
>
>The discussion of paleo in the report (which I realize you had very
>limited control over) is disturbingly misleading and flawed to many of us
>who actually work in this area. There are throwaway statements about
>millennial trends of 2 C in global temperatures being typical during the
>early Holocene that have no basis in fact. They are again probably based
>on this increasingly disturbing notion that Arctic ice core borehole
>thermometry or other ice core information tells us anything at all about
>the hemisphere let alone globe. A small number of scientists are really
>misleading the scientific community in this regard. How odd that the panel
>was happy to claim that there were millennial periods with 2 degree C
>warming in global temperature during the holocene (for which there is no
>reliable empirical evidence whatsoever) and yet focuses its skepticism on
>much more detailed and careful assessments of the most recent millennium.
>I think you can see why some of us are frustrated by this type of
>inconsistency, and suspect some degree of bias or agenda at work. There
>was a clear bias in the panel in the promotion of ice cores (which sample
>a very limited portion of the globe and are very questionable in their
>ability to say *anything* about hemispheric or global temperature
>variations). I am disturbed by this because the NAS report shouldn't have
>been promoting a particular specific area of funding. It seems to have.



>
>Finally, with regard to one of the primary supposed discrepancies in the
>paleo record of the past 1000 years, temperature reconstructions from
>boreholes vs. other proxies, I'll be presenting some results in Chicago
>which I think you'll all find quite elucidating. Turns out there is no
>discrepancy after all. More on that soon. I'll also try to confront both
>the "real" and "imagined" sources of uncertainty and bias in
>paleoreconstructions in my presentation there, and we should all be able
>to have a very healthy discussion of this.
>
>I really think that there was a bias in this panel which cannot be
>considered representative of the community as a whole. So I vote that we
>not over-react. I'm anxious to see Lindzen, Broecker, or Mike Wallace
>publish a peer-reviewed critical analysis of proxy data over the past 1000
>years. Until that day, I take their comments w/ a shaker of salt...
>
>mike
>
>At 09:41 AM 6/11/xxx xxxx xxxx, Thomas R Karl wrote:
>>Kevin,
>>
>>I agree with most of your points. It was a very interesting Panel. I should
>>emphasize however, that the Paleo record (at least the last 1000 years)
>>has many
>>critics, and we really need to show how the data prior to 1600 stands
>>up. Some
>>contend there are only 4 good sites in the first part of the record. I
>>am not sure
>>of this, perhaps Mike and others will explain this in Chicago.
>>
>>Regards, Tom
>>
>>Kevin Trenberth wrote:
>>
>> > FYI
>> >
>> > Some comments on the NRC/NAS report on the IPCC and global warming
>> >
>> > Kevin Trenberth
>> > 6/7/2001
>> >
>> > While the report overall is an endorsement of the IPCC report and the
>> > process, it has a lot of "buts" in it, and the overall tone is to somewhat
>> > downplay the problem. It does not focus on policy relevant issues. The
>> > report was done in a very hurried fashion and perhaps as a result,
>> there are
>> > several factual errors or misstatements and there are errors of
>> omission. My
>> > impression is that it tends to overstate the caveats and need for
>> questioning
>> > of results and understate the certainties and likelihoods.
>> >
>> > 1. In dealing with natural variability, there are two aspects that are
>> > mixed in this report. There is natural variability of climate
>> > that is tied to external forcings, such as variations in the sun,
>> > volcanoes, and the orbital variations of the Earth around the sun. The
>> > latter is the driver for the major ice ages and interglacials. The
>> second



>> > kind of natural variability is that internal to the climate system
>> arising
>> > from interactions between the atmosphere and ocean, such as El
>> Nino, for
>> > instance. This variability occurs even in an unchanging climate.
>> >
>> > In the section dealing with this and in the summary, both kinds of
>> > variability are discussed as if they are the second kind. Glacial to
>> > interglacial differences are discussed without any mention of the known
>> > causes and as if these can happen without a cause. This is
>> misleading at
>> > best. A consequence is that there is no clear statement that the
>> > recent warming is outside the realm of natural variability - and that a
>> > cause is needed. And the cause is human induced changes in the
>> > atmospheric composition.
>> >
>> > 2. The report does not clearly address issues in attribution of recent
>> > climate change to human activities. At the end of p 3 in the
>> summary it
>> > makes an equivocal statement. It avoids the issue that the recent
>> > temperature increase is outside any estimates of natural variability
>> > without any forcings. What else is the warming due to?
>> >
>> > On p 14, it does not sum up the forcings and make a clear statement
>> about
>> > the total. Nowhere does it say that the recent warming has to be
>> because
>> > of an increase in heating. This reasoning also put limits on how large
>> > aerosol cooling can be.
>> >
>> > On p 17, the ambiguity over the term "natural forcing" is used to
>> say that
>> > a causal link can not be unequivocally established. It does not mention
>> > estimates of variability from the paleo record and how well they
>> agree (or
>> > not) with model estimates.
>> >
>> > It does not note on p 17 that many models show the signal of
>> greenhouse gas
>> > effects emerging from the noise of natural variability about 1980. The
>> > attribution statement is weak.
>> >
>> > 3. Several statements about the hydrological cycle, rainfall, and
>> warming are
>> > misleading and even wrong. One direct consequence of this is that
>> > statements about changes in extremes are missing, understated and
>> incorrect.
>> > Another is to understate the threats in the tropics and subtropics.
>> >
>> > It begins in the first sentence of the summary: "Greenhouse gases are
>> > accumulating as a result of human activities, causing surface air
>> > temperatures and subsurface temperatures to rise." Later in the
>> paragraph
>> > it states "Secondary effects are suggested by computer model
>> simulations
>> > and basic physical reasoning. These include increases in rainfall
>> rates
>> > and increased susceptibility of semi-arid regions to drought."



>> > While the first statement is true, is is misleading. The increased
>> > greenhouse gases cause increased heating (also called radiative
>> forcing in
>> > this report). It is also referred to as "warming". The latter term is
>> > ambiguous and misused in this report, by confusing where it should mean
>> > "heating" versus where it should mean "increased temperature". So
>> while
>> > some of the increased heating does in fact cause an increase in surface
>> > temperature, much of the heating goes into evaporation of surface
>> > moisture. This changes the moisture content of the atmosphere and
>> > rainfall. This increase in the hydrological cycle is NOT a secondary
>> > effect, it is a primary one.
>> >
>> > Moreover, the increase in atmospheric moisture content is much
>> greater than
>> > the increase in evaporation, because it is controlled by the
>> temperature
>> > (which determines the water holding capacity of the atmosphere
>> through the
>> > so-called Clausius Clapeyron effect) while the evaporation is
>> controlled
>> > by the surface heating. For doubled CO2, evaporation and the overall
>> > hydrological cycle speeds up by about 3%, but the moisture in the
>> > atmosphere increases by about 6% per degree C, or about 15% for a
>> doubling
>> > of CO2.
>> >
>> > The rainfall intensity is determined by the available moisture, and
>> so it
>> > increases at about the latter rate. But the total precipitation
>> increases
>> > only at the former rate, and so the frequency of precipitation must
>> > decrease in some way. This also means that the residence time for
>> water
>> > vapor increases in a world with increased heating. The increased
>> drying
>> > means increased risk of drought everywhere, not just semi-arid
>> locations,
>> > and increased intensity increases risk of floods. These increases
>> in risk
>> > of extremes are direct consequences and are not adequately
>> mentioned. In
>> > the section on "Future climate change", p 19, one statement is
>> wrong: "An
>> > increase in the recycling rate of water in the hydrological cycle is
>> > anticipated in response to higher global average temperatures." The
>> > increased hydrological cycle is in response to increased heating, not
>> > increased temperatures (and may not occur if only the temperature is
>> > increased). The term "recycling" is normally used to refer to
>> moisture that
>> > evaporates and precipitates in the same catchment, and is
>> misleading here.
>> >
>> > A consequence of all this is that in the summary on p 4 in
>> addressing the
>> > question "What will be the consequences of global warming (e.g.,
>> extreme
>> > weather, ...)...", there is no statement about increased risks of



>> extremes
>> > of floods and droughts, and heat waves. It also underplays the
>> risks of
>> > increases in pests and diseases (like fungal diseases) in agriculture.
>> >
>> > 4) The report contends that emissions in the last decade have averaged
>> less
>> > than in IPCC predictions, notably for CO2 and methane. However, the
>> IS92c
>> > scenario had flat CO2 emissions till 2020 and then declining
>> emissions to
>> > 2100, and for methane values projected are quite close to those
>> observed.
>> > In any case they are not forecasts but scenarios, to be used for
>> planning
>> > purposes. Statements in the summary on p 4 and on p19 are misleading.
>> > Also, the claim that CO2 emissions will accelerate for mid-range
>> estimates
>> > is not true: those have emissions increasing at a close to constant
>> rate.
>> >
>> > 5) The report dodges the issue of what is a "safe" level of
>> concentration of
>> > greenhouse gases, and has a strong US bias. It does not list on p
>> 21, for
>> > instance, the vulnerability of small island States to sea level
>> rise and
>> > of poorer countries to all aspects of climate change. Again it avoids
>> > discussion of changes in extremes. It is also incorrect in stating
>> "The
>> > largest changes occur consistently in the regions of the middle to high
>> > latitudes." This is true only for temperature and NOT for
>> precipitation
>> > (also p 8) perhaps because of the issues raised in item 2).
>> > Therefore it understates the threats to tropical countries.
>> >
>> > Some details:
>> >
>> > p 6: The accepted value of forcing for doubled CO2 with a stratosphere in
>> > adjustment (which occurs rapidly) is 3.5 W m-2, not 4.
>> >
>> > p 11: sheep are just as much a source of methane as cows and cattle.
>> >
>> > p 24: the list of variables needed for an observing system should include
>> > those for the ocean.
>> >
>> > ---------------
>> > Kevin E. Trenberth e-mail: trenbert@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>> > Climate Analysis Section, NCAR, ML www.cgd.ucar.edu/cas/
>> > P. O. Box 3000, [1850 Table Mesa Drive] (3xxx xxxx xxxx
>> > Boulder, CO 80307 [80305] (3xxx xxxx xxxx(fax)
>> > *******************************
>
>_______________________________________________________________________
> Professor Michael E. Mann
> Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
> University of Virginia
> Charlottesville, VA 22903



>_______________________________________________________________________
>e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
> http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml

>

Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

-
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Dr. Nanne Weber" <weber@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: workshop report
Date: Mon, 18 Jun 2001 11:50:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Julia Cole <jcole@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, jto@u.arizona.edu, storch@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
wanner@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tom crowley <tom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

w

<x-flowed>
Hi Nanne,

H

Thanks for your comments. I've asked Julie Cole, who is attempting a
revised draft, to incorporate your suggestions. Hans or you should also
provide a revised paragraph 7 that is more to your liking than what I wrote.

p

I'm requesting that Julie wait until the end of this week (Friday, Jun 22)
to give the others time to get their comments in also. Then, after Julie
provides me w/ her revised draft, I'll try to make a few more small changes
and sent that onto the group for suggested final changes.

a

I hope this sounds acceptable to all concerned?

I

thanks,

t

mike

m

At 03:22 PM 6/18/01 +0000, Dr. Nanne Weber wrote:
>Hi Mike (and others),
>
>Below follow some comments on the draft report for EOS that you send
>around. The
>general outline is fine for me. Responding to Julie's comment on the
>large-scale/regional
>reconstruction issue: I guess that the three different approaches
>mentioned are not
>necessarily restricted to large-scale. Especially (1) can be for all
>scales, (2) will work
>better for large scales, but (3) could be very well applied to regional
>scales
>like African monssoon or NAO. However, I do think that this 'scales



>issue'
>should be addressed explicitly in the text (as indicated in my
>comments).
>
>We can not cover all of the workshop in a small EOS report, but I do
>think
>that there should be more emphasis on the different model strategies
>presented,
>process-based proxy modeling and some more mention of historical
>documentary data.
>
>I am willing to take my share in the rewriting task. Just let me know
>what is most
>convenient for you.
>
>
>One practical point: the Netherlands funding agency is called National
>Research Program (NRP) of the Netherlands (KNMI is my affiliation, but
>it
>did not pay the bill)
>
>Thanks,
>
>Nanne
>===================================================
>
>
>First para, first sentence: name all boundary conditions relevant
>for geological timescales (astronomical forcing, orography, GHG
>concentrations)
>or none.
>
>First para, fifth sentence: Three distinct approaches have .... in
>reconstructing
>the LARGE-SCALE AND REGIONAL climate history of past centuries and
>millenia.
>
>First para, point (3): the assimilation of paleoclimatic proxy data
>directly
>into (leave out 'forced') climate model integrations (using statistical
>models to upscale the proxy data to large-scale climatic patterns), in a
>manner
>conceptually etc,.
>
>
>
>Second para: can be written in a more condense manner. One ore two
>sentences
>discussing the large-scale versus regional climate issue should be
>added. For example:
>(i) add after the second sentence ('The first method...'): This holds
>for
>spatial scales ranging from local (in the case of site-by-site
>calibration) to
>large scale (in the case of pattern calibration, e.g. ENSO and NAO) and
>up to hemispheric/global.
>(ii) add just before 'It was our belief that a meeting': The second and
>third



>approaches are more suitable for reconstructing the actual large-scale
>climatic
>state, as the local climate is inherently noisy and only to a limited
>amount determined by external forcing or related to large-scale patterns
>
>like e.g. the NAO.
>
>Second para, modify the description of the third approach as follows:
>The third approach can be thought of......, but it is nudged
>toward the actual observed large-scale climatic state at the time
>resolution provided by the proxy data. This method is more resistant to
>the potential biases......model-based approaches, but it is relatively
>untested to the application of proxy data.
>
>
>
>Fourth para: leave out second sentence "A frequency-domain...' (too much
>
>technical detail, in a too condensed form to be understandable to a
>general
>reader of EOS).
>
>
>
>Fifth para: very much biased toward the modeling of large-scale, forced
>signal.
>My go at modelling paragraph(s):
>Three types of modelling experiments were distinguished: free
>simulations without
>any external forcing, giving insight into the patterns and timescales of
>
>internally-generated variability, forced simulations and simulations
>constrained
>by the assimilation of proxy data. Examples were presented, where models
>used ranged
>from an energy balance model (EBM), an intermediate-complexity climate
>model (EMIC) to
>atmospheric and coupled General Circulation Models (GCM). Simulations
>with an
>EBM as well as a GCM appear to explain variations over
>century-to-decadal timescales
>in proxy-based reconstructions of the Northern Hemisphere temperature
>over the past millenium, using estimated changes in radiative forcing
>(solar
>irradiance changes, volcanic activity, GHG and aerosol concentrations).
>Discrepancies,
>however, etc.... (a bit long as it is now).
>
>Process-based models of glaciers and sea level were used to generate
>synthetic
>records of these low-frequency proxies on the basis of EMIC and GCM
>simulations,
>using unforced runs as well as orbital and solar-forced runs.
>Over longer timescales simulated glacier lengths and sea level
>variations
>can be used to validate the models response in climatic parameters
>which are not well constrained by existing proxy data, like the
>hydrological cycle.



>In addition, model-data intercomparisons can be carried
>out on the level of the proxy itself rather than on the level of
>reconstructed
>climatic variables. Such process-based models require an understanding
>of local meteorological processes as well as the complicated (physical,
>biological or
>chemical) processes determining the proxy itself. A promising new model
>of
>tree-ring growth was presented.
>
>A new data-assimilation approach to paleoclimatic reconstruction DATUN
>(..)
>was discussed at length....
>This paragraph is not very clear as it is. I can have a go at it,
>but maybe Hans should.
>
>
>
>Para seven: This could be much shorter. Several points are mentioned
>here
>for the first time--> move up te earlier paragraphs (as indicated above)
>
>....currently emphasized high-resolution proxies such as tree rings,
>HISTORICAL
>DOCUMENTARY DATA, corals and ice cores. In addition, low-frequency
>climate
>variability may be reconstructed from low-resolution proxies such as
>borehole
>records, glaciers, foraminifera in marsh cores indicative of sea level
>as well
>as lake and ocean sediments which are not necessarily laminated.
>Process-based proxy models would enable to better exploit the
>information
>contained in proxy records and help to resolve the origin of apparent
>discrepancies between the different data sources. It is also important
>to
>better constrain the histories of radiative forcings prior to AD 1600.
>It was
>strongly felt that there should be an emphasis on developing
>projects....

>

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
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From: Martin Welp <Martin.Welp@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: gberz@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tloster@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, ccarraro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
juergen.engelhard@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, guentherr@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, bhare@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 



klaus.hasselmann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, carlo.jaeger@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
martin.welp@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: ECF: Agenda of the telephone conference 2 July 2001
Date: Thu, 28 Jun 2001 18:56:00 +0200

D

Dear member of the ECF steering committee,

D

The next telephone conference takes place on Monday, 2 July 2001 at
17.00-18.00 CET. The agenda is as follows (it may be modified at the
beginning of the meeting):

b

1. Minutes of previous telephone conference (Draft sent by email on
14.6.2001) (5 Min.)
2. ECF preparatory meeting in Brussels (15 Min.)
(Agenda, Inputs: project descriptions, Outputs: workplan, sketch of a
position paper)
3. ECF as an Association and/or Foundation (15 Min.)
4. Three priority projects (15 Min.)
5. Varia (10 Min.)

5

Important!! Please check that the telephone number where you want to be
called is correct.

c

Gerhard Berz xxx xxxx xxxx
Carlo Carraro xxx xxxx xxxx
J

J
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Dr. Reinhard B
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From: "Ian Harris (Harry)" <harryharris@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: list@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Re: [ngp-list] Press Release 'Global Warning' talk establishes West 
Norfolk Green Party
Date: Mon, 2 Jul 2001 10:24:05 +0100
Reply-to: list@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

R

<x-flowed>*sigh*

<

At 9:43 am +0100 2/7/01, Williams, Derek wrote:
>No, it's very dangerous to make predictions like this and IMO doesn't
>help the cause. Even without human activities, natural things like big
>volcanoes can easily disrupt the climate in such a way as to swamp the
>signs of global warming and indeed produce severe weather conditions as
>a casual glance at met records for the past couple of hundred years
>quickly shows (frozen Thames etc)
>
>One example of how this could work: A big volcanoe errupting a massive
~~~~~~~~ hello Dan :-)
>amount of ash could change the albedo of the earth by enough to counter
>the warming effect of the increased CO2 (albedo - and sorry if the
>selling is wrong - measures the reflectivity of the earth, more smoke in



~~~~~~~ *grin*
>the atmoshere reflects more radiation back to space). Cutting the
>forrests down has the same effect, both because of the smoke from the
>burning trees and the resulting cleared ground, which is why on photos
>of building sites the bare earth looks white.
>
>Over simplification does no-one any good.

>

You're hardly any better, Derek: this is hardly a 'Nature' paper, is it?

Y

You're talking about volcanic events that have a very different
duration than the warming effects we're talking about. Major
eruptions show up very clearly in the tree ring records going back
centuries, but that's because you can pick out a one-to-three year
spike rather than a prolonged cooling effect.

s

A rudimentary understanding of albedo is all very well, but since the
radiative heat input from the Sun is still poorly understood
(surprisingly) we can't deduce too much. In any case relying on mass
deforestation or a prolonged series of major volcanic eruptions is
hardly an attractive alternative to giving up burning what are finite
resources anyway.

r

Have a look at http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/ - particularly
http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk:80/cru/info/warming/. We're looking at an
*unprecedented* acceleration in temperature, and it's not due to a
sudden lack of volvanic eruptions. Even if it turns out to be
naturally-occurring, who's willing to take that chance? We should be
trying to wean ourselves off of unsustainable energy generation and
use anyway.

u

Cheers

C

Harry
-- 
Ian Harris - "Harry" Telephone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Climatic Research Unit Email: i.harris@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich NR4 7TJ

N

The content of this email should not be construed to represent the
views of the Climatic Research Unit as a whole, nor of any other
member of the Unit. If in doubt, please seek clarification before
attribution.
</x-flowed>
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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Dr. Reinhard B
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Hans von Storch <Hans.von.Storch@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: EOS report



Date: Tue, 03 Jul 2001 15:04:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Julie Jones <jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
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k

<x-flowed>
HI Hans,

H

Yes--it was the discussion of this in the De Bilt meeting report that led
me to think this was envisioned in a broadened version of the DATUN
approach. I thought the idea was that you would eventually use a forward
biological/physical model to scale up from a given proxy an estimate of say
precipitation or temperature for an atmospheric model gridpoint and use
that to nudge say the slp or 500 mb field into a particular
configuration. This is clearly more ambitious than what you are doing now,
and I suppose I was blurring the distinct efforts of Nanne and colleagues
with that of yours and colleagues. I makes much more sense at present to
only use a statistically-based upscaling of the proxy data. The other
possibility remains intriguing, but we are certainly far off from doing
that in my opinion as well. I'm actually quite relieved to find out that I
was wrong in assuming that this is the direction the DATUN approach was going.

w

thanks for the clarification,

t

mike

m

At 08:32 PM 7/3/01 +0200, you wrote:
>Hi folks,
>"forward models" can only deal with "weather -> proxy", but we need "proxy
>-> circulation". If we had forward models, and we should certainly strive
>to develop such models, we could generate large data sets of consistent
>pairs "weather, proxy" and then derive empirically (neural nets?) the
>needed inverse relationship. (Actually, this method is used at our lab to
>evaluate the informational value of remotely sensed data about water
>quality in coastal seas.) But the inverse relationship is not
>process-based but necessarily phenomenological.
>
>I think the need for forward models was spelled out in the report about he
>De Bilt meeting in 1999 (see EOS paper by Weber and me).
>
>Regards
>
>Hans
>
>At 13:52 03.07.xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:
>>Dear Julie et al,
>>
>>Then I apologize--I thought the idea in DATUN was to at leat eventually
>>incorporate physical or biologically-based models of proxies into the
>>upscaling effort in addition to/in place of statistical upscaling. There
>>was lots of discussion of this, and I recall Hans early on having
>>described to me plans to use physical models of proxies in the process
>>(though I could be mistaken), so I thought that was a planned component
>>of DATUN, and the work that you described (ie, using empirical CCA
>>techniques) was just a preliminary empirical approach. But from what
>>Martin and you have told me, this is not the case, and there is no plan
>>in DATUM to use physical/biological forward models of proxies. If someone



>>out there still believes this is *not* the case please let me know!
>>Otherwise, the wording will be clarified to indicate that it is a
>>"statistical" and not physical/biological model that is used to upscale
>>the proxy information.
>>
>>That simplifies things quite a bit...
>>
>>mike
>>
>>At 07:18 PM 7/3/01 +0200, Julie Jones wrote:
>>
>>>Hi Mike
>>>
>>>I'm getting very confused now!
>>>
>>>If you mean 'forward modelling', by what I term upscaling, this is done
>>>in exactly the same way as most other climate reconstructions,
>>>i.e. calibrating proxy data against climate data using linear multivariate
>>>statistical methods (in this case I use CCA), so has the same errors
>>>inherent in it as other reconstructions where proxy data has been
>>>calibrated against large-scale climate, or climate indices.
>>>
>>>If your idea is that such large-scale climate reconstructions may have
>>>additional uncertainties compared to local empirical models, where proxy
>>>data are calibrated against local climate records, I agree that this is
>>>so - but I think this applies to all such non-local reconstructions, so
>>>should maybe go in the paragraph which discusses reconstructions of
>>>regional climate variability to keep things consistent.
>>>
>>>The additional potential source of error specific to the DATUN method
>>>compared to the other climate reconstructions, whether local or
>>>large-scale, is in the 'nudging' to assimilate the climate reconstructions
>>>obtained as above into the GCM, which should probably go into the text, so
>>>we could perhaps change the end of the paragraph to read:
>>>
>>>......This method is more resistant to biases specific to
>>>purely empirical or model-based approaches but it is relatively untested
>>>using proxy data, and prone to additional uncertainties in the nudging
>>>method used to assimilate the proxy data.
>>>
>>>
>>>Am I on the right track, or have I missed something?
>>>
>>>
>>>cheers
>>>
>>>Julie
>>>
>>>************************************
>>>Dr. Julie M. Jones
>>>Institute for Coastal Research
>>>GKSS Forschungszentrum
>>>Max-Planck-Strasse
>>>D-21502 Geesthacht
>>>Germany
>>>
>>>e-mail: jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>>>phone: +49 (0)4xxx xxxx xxxx



>>>fax: +49 (0)4xxx xxxx xxxx
>>>************************************
>>>
>>>On Tue, 3 Jul 2001, Michael E. Mann wrote:
>>>
>>> > Dear All,
>>> >
>>> > I am working on preparing a final version of the workshop report based on
>>> > Julie (C)'s revisions, and comments thusfar recieved.
>>> >
>>> > There is one instance below in which it seems especially important
>>> that we
>>> > agree on the wording, so I wanted to give you my revised wording now and
>>> > let you comment on it if you see any problem:
>>> >
>>> > The third approach represents a hybrid of the first two; it
>>> prescribes the
>>> > dynamics of the system using model physics, but aims to reproduce the
>>> > historical climate evolution by "nudging" the model towards reconstructed
>>> > climate estimates. This method is more resistant to biases specific to
>>> > purely empirical or model-based approaches but it is relatively untested
>>> > using proxy data, and prone to additional uncertainties in the forward
>>> > models employed to describe proxy-climate relationships.
>>> >
>>> > I think the latter statement is important because the assumption in the
>>> > forward model is *not* the same assumption as in empirical
>>> reconstructions
>>> > (I take a slight issue w/ Julie J in this regard). The forward modeling
>>> > makes some universal assumptions regarding e.g. tree growth patterns. The
>>> > empirical calibration approach calibrates the individual trees against
>>> > local meteorological/climate records. It doesn't make any universal
>>> > assumptions, though the local calibration may be flawed! In other words,
>>> > we're not saying that one method is better than the other, but the
>>> > potential pitfalls are definitely different! I think this needs to be
>>> > expressed, hence my revised wording. Julie J should let me know if
>>> there is
>>> > a problem w/ this, since she and Julie C spent some time parsing the
>>> > wording on the paragraph in question.
>>> >
>>> > Thanks,
>>> >
>>> > mike
>>> >
>>> > At 07:43 PM 6/28/01 +0200, Julie Jones wrote:
>>> >
>>> > >Hi Julie
>>> > >
>>> > >Yes, that works, although if I could ask for one extra word -
>>> > >
>>> > >...but it is also limited by potential....
>>> > >
>>> > >cheers
>>> > >
>>> > >Julie
>>> > >
>>> > >
>>> > >************************************
>>> > >Dr. Julie M. Jones



>>> > >Institute for Coastal Research
>>> > >GKSS Forschungszentrum
>>> > >Max-Planck-Strasse
>>> > >D-21502 Geesthacht
>>> > >Germany
>>> > >
>>> > >e-mail: jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>>> > >phone: +49 (0)4xxx xxxx xxxx
>>> > >fax: +49 (0)4xxx xxxx xxxx
>>> > >************************************
>>> > >
>>> > >On Thu, 28 Jun 2001, Julia Cole wrote:
>>> > >
>>> > > > Hi Julie,
>>> > > >
>>> > > > First, sorry for the author oversight! I did not change that from
>>> > > > Mikes original, which did not have you on it, but he told me you
>>> > > > should be added.
>>> > > >
>>> > > > I like all your suggestions. I would alter the wording of the last
>>> > > > one a bit maybe, to use somewhat fewer words. Does this work? (68
>>> > > > words instead of 78). We are tight on space.
>>> > > >
>>> > > > The third approach represents a hybrid of the first two; it
>>> > > > prescribes the dynamics of the system using model physics, but aims
>>> > > > to reproduce the historical climate evolution by "nudging" the model
>>> > > > towards reconstructed climate estimates. This method is more
>>> > > > resistant to biases specific to purely empirical or model-based
>>> > > > approaches, but it is limited by potential instabilities in the
>>> > > > proxy-climate relationships and is relatively untested using proxy
>>> > > > data.
>>> > > >
>>> > > > cheers, Julie
>>> > > >
>>> > > >
>>> > > >
>>> > > > >Dear All,
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >Thanks Julie and Mike for your work on the paper. I have just a few
>>> > > > >sentences where I suggest alterations.
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >1. First paragraph:
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >'State-of-the-art climate models are also being applied to
>>> analyze late
>>> > > > >Holocene climate sensitivity, upscale paleodata to large-scale
>>> > > > >reconstructions, and simulate proxies themselves'
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >I suggest changing to
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >'State-of-the-art climate models are also being applied to
>>> analyze late
>>> > > > >Holocene climate sensitivity, assimilate large-scale climate
>>> > > > >reconstructions from palaeodata, and simulate proxies themselves.'
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >2. Paragraph2, last sentence:
>>> > > > >



>>> > > > >'....patterns of atmospheric circulation, just as meteorological
>>> > > > >information is assimilated into numerical weather forecasting
>>> models (von
>>> > > > >Storch et al. 2000).'
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >I suggest changing to
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >....patterns of atmospheric circulation, in a conceptually
>>> similar way to
>>> > > > >the assimilation of meteorological information into numerical
>>> weather
>>> > > > >forecasting models (Weber and von Storch 1999; von Storch et al.
>>> 2000)
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > > - the Weber and von Storch reference is already in the
>>> reference
>>> > > list.
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >3. Paragraph 3,
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >'The third approach represents a hybrid of the first two; it
>>> prescribes
>>> > > > >the dynamical evolution of the system from climate physics but
>>> > > > >is "nudged" toward the observed climate by the proxy data. This
>>> method
>>> > > > >is more resistant to the biases specific to purely empirical or
>>> purely
>>> > > > >model-based approaches, but it is limited by potential instabilities
>>> > > > >in the proxy-climate relationships and by imperfections in the
>>> upscaling
>>> > > > >models, and it is relatively untested using proxy data.'
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >I would suggest changing to the following (As the upscaling
>>> models are
>>> > > > >produced in exactly the same way as other
>>> > > > >climate reconstructions, so there are no extra imperfections in the
>>> > > > >upscaling models than in other climate reconstructions).
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >'The third approach represents a hybrid of the first two; it
>>> prescribes
>>> > > > >the dynamics of the system using model physics, but is aimed
>>> > > > >at reproducing the historical climate evolution by "nudging" the
>>> model
>>> > > > >states towards towards climate estimates obtained by the first
>>> > > > >approach. Although this approach also requires the stability
>>> > > > >assumption in the statistical models, it is hoped that it is more
>>> > > > >resistant to the biases specific to purely empirical or purely
>>> model-based
>>> > > > >approaches; it is however relatively untested.'
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >Finally, I've been missed off the list of authors! - and the
>>> address for
>>> > > > >Hans and myself should be GKSS Research Centre, Geesthacht.
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >Best regards
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >Julie



>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >************************************
>>> > > > >Dr. Julie M. Jones
>>> > > > >Institute for Coastal Research
>>> > > > >GKSS Forschungszentrum
>>> > > > >Max-Planck-Strasse
>>> > > > >D-21502 Geesthacht
>>> > > > >Germany
>>> > > > >
>>> > > > >e-mail: jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>>> > > > >phone: +49 (0)4xxx xxxx xxxx
>>> > > > >fax: +49 (0)4xxx xxxx xxxx
>>> > > > >************************************
>>> > > >
>>> > > >
>>> > > > __________________________________
>>> > > > Dr. Julia Cole
>>> > > > Dept. of Geosciences
>>> > > > Gould-Simpson Bldg.
>>> > > > 1040 E. 4th St.
>>> > > > University of Arizona
>>> > > > Tucson AZ 85721
>>> > > >
>>> > > > phone xxx xxxx xxxx
>>> > > > fax xxx xxxx xxxx
>>> > > > __________________________________
>>> > > >
>>> >
>>> > _______________________________________________________________________
>>> > Professor Michael E. Mann
>>> > Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
>>> > University of Virginia
>>> > Charlottesville, VA 22903
>>> > _______________________________________________________________________
>>> > e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
>>> > http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
>>> >
>>
>>_______________________________________________________________________
>> Professor Michael E. Mann
>> Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
>> University of Virginia
>> Charlottesville, VA 22903
>>_______________________________________________________________________
>>e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
>> http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
>

>

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (8xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
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stephan.herbst@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, nhohne@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, David.C.Hone@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, saleemul.huq@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, siegfried.jacke@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
carlo.jaeger@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, ffu@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, ola.johannessen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
e.l.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.kabat@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, bernd_kasemir@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
kemfert@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, kohl.harald@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, julia-
maria.kundermann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tloster@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, prbuero@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
mccaffi@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, G.Meran@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, a-michaelowa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
jane.milne@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, horst.minte@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, eckard.minx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
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t.oriordan@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, ccarraro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tol@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: No Subject
Date: Wed, 11 Jul 2001 09:58:13 +0200

D

Dear Friends,

D

A few remarks before the meeting of tonight and tomorrow,

A

I am sure that our meeting will make clearer the different objectives of
ECF, in particular regarding the articulation between the scientific agenda
and activities in direction to stakeholders and policy-makers.

a

I would like to stress that I will attend the ECF meeting not only in the
name of the Cired, but also in view of preparing the involvment of the
Institut Laplace in ECF, namely the community of climate modellers, with
which we develop a long term research program. I would like to explain
hereafter in a few words what should be, in my view the priorities of ECF,
in terms of scientific agenda:

i

Given recent Ipcc experience, the first priority would be to progress in
direction to integrated models. Indeed the lessons of the Ipcc are twofold:
- first the Sress scenarios confirm the possibility of generating very
different emissions growth scenarios over the long run, but the consistency
between the Storylines and the numerical scenarios remain uncertain; this
uncertainty and vagueness reveals a more fundamental limitation of the
state of the art of economic modelling over the long run, in particular to
provide an explicit picture of linkages between structural changes
(infrastructure transportation, urban forms that govern the energy content
of final consumption, industrial structure and the so-called
dematerialisation), innovation and both macro and micro economic drivers
(productivity, growth and price-signals). This makes very difficult to
detect where are the real bifurcations, the real policy-parameters and to
make much progress in the understanding of the timing of policy responses,
- second the sections on 'damages ' have make some progress but remain
weak in terms of the social and economic implications. More precisely they
deal mostly with impacts on physical parameters (sea-level rise), in a few
cases adress impacts on humans (tropical diseases), but all this does not
give a comprehensive picture of social and economic damages (once
discounted the effect of adapatation),

d

One of the scientific objective of ECF should be to be prepared to provide



in a few years for a convincing contribution in future exercises like the
SRES and in the future Ipcc rounds. This passes first through two parallel
efforts:

e

- on long term economic modelling where the limitations of existing tools
are obvious depiste real progress; this relates basically to three
challenges:
- a macroeconomic framework insuring the consistency between prices and
quantities at any point in time without necessarily resorting to the
modelling tricks relying on the conventional neo-classical growth theory;
these 'tricks' assume indeed perfect foresight, efficient markets and the
absence of strategic or routine behaviours; New conceptual frameworks about
endogenous growth theory allow for such a move, but there is a gap between
advances in pure theory and empirical modelling,
- the endogeneisation of technical change and more precisely to develop
this endogeneisation in such a way that the information coming from
sectoral models in energy, transportation or agriculture is not lost (this
comes back to the bottom-up/top-down controversy); note that one key
challenge here is to progress in direction to transportation and agriculture
- an explicit treatment of expectations and uncertainty; one key issue
indeed is that the stabilisation of expectations over the long run is the
main driver of technical change, consumption patterns and structural
adaptation.

a

- on 'coupling' economic and climate models: here there are two routes,
either to develop coupling methods between large-scale models or to develop
interface compact modules, reduced forms of large scale models. Both routes
are valid, however, in the following years, to develop integrated models
made up with reduced forms of larger models seems more promising; thanks to
tractable and numerically controlable models, in will be easier to reveal
the key mechanisms at work and to introduce uncertainties. This will pass
through progress in the representation of carbon cycle (including
sequestration) in such models and, more importantly in the representation
of damages and adaptation, which rises rather fundamental conceptual issues
that explain what seems to be the second priority in my view.

t

The second prority relates to the joint question of damages and
precautionary principle:
- part of the agenda is covered by Mike Hulme's paper and I will not
elaborate here on other dimensions I would link to include and how to
assess a cost. I will simply insist of the fact that we need to set up a
taxonomy of damages in economic terms, this means as resulting not of the
climate transformation per se but from the joint effect of inertia and
uncertainty (to pass to Riviera to the beaches of Normandy in not a cost in
itself in a world restabilized around a new climate equilibrium; what
matter are the transition costs and the generated variability of climate).
Moreover I would insist for adopting deliberately a worldview because,
fundamentally, climate change will generate a new human geography, and not
to be restricted to the European subcontinent,
- this should lead to develop in parallel stochastic decision modelling
tools to disentangle the many dimensions and views about the precautionary
principle and, I take some risks in saying that, in a symmetric treatment
of climate damages and nuclear risks (we cannot avoid to try and put some
rationale in this discussion which is one of the reason for the failure of
the EU tax in 1992 and of COP6, and which will be an 'hidden' division line
within the EU)

w

The third priority should be the topic 1 made by Klaus. For me the two



first modelling efforts I described briefly are outmostly important to
bring new insights for responding the question of the instruments. However,
we have, before waiting for the acheivement of a new generation of models
(which will respond to point 2 and 3 of Klaus's paper), it matters to
develop in parallel a specific programm on international coordination
architecture given the failure of COP6 and the lack of understanding of
economic and social implications of the selection of this architecture
(coordination through prices or quantities, full agreement or partial
expanding coalition, issue linkages, perceived equity etc ....). This
workprogramm should build on advances on the role of economic and non
economic instruments in fostering innovation, and on the distributive
static and dynamic implications of such instruments.

s

These are very brief remarks, simply to give you some ideas about my
current perspectives.

cc
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Subject: Re: N(eff) and practicality
Date: Tue, 24 Jul 2001 08:49:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>

C

Hi Tim,

H

Thanks for the remarks. We can certainly spend some time talking through
some of the points raised. I guess I am still finding it difficult to
believe that an rbar of 0.05 has any operational significance in estimating
Neff. It is kind of like doing correlations between tree rings and climate:
a correlation of 0.10 may be statistically significant, but have no
practical value at all for reconstruction. The same goes for an rbar of
0.05 in my mind. I agree that what I suggested (i.e. testing the individual
correlations for significance and only using those above the some
significance level for estimating rbar) is somewhat ad hoc and not
theoretically pleasing. However, it is also true that correlations below
the chosen significance threshold are "not significantly different from
zero" and could be ignored in principle, just as we would do in testing
variables for entry into a regression model. This would clearly muddy (a
nice choice of words!) the rbar waters, I admit.

n

In terms of the problem I am working on (computing bootstrap confidence
limits on annual values of 1205 RCS-detrended tree-ring series from 14
sites), it is hard to know what to do. Certainly, using Neff will result in
almost none of the annual means being statistically significant over the
past 1200 years. I don't believe that this is "true". Other highly
conservative methods of testing significance result in a very high
frequency of similarly negative results, i.e. the test of significance in
spectral analysis that takes into account the multiplicity effect of
testing all frequencies in an a posteriori way (see Mitchell et al. 1966,
Climatic Change, pg. 41). If you use this correction, virtually no
"significant" band-limited signals will ever be identified in
paleoclimatological spectra. So, this test has very low statistical power.
I think that this is the crux issue: Type-1 vs. Type-2 error in statistical
hypothesis testing. The Neff correction greatly increases the probability
of Type-2 error, while virtually eliminating Type-1 error. So, truth or



dare.

d

Consider one last "thought experiment". Suppose you came to Earth from
another planet to study its climate. You put out 1,000 randomly distributed
recording thermometers and measure daily temperatures for 1 Earth year. You
then pick up the thermometers and return to your planet where you estimate
the mean annual temperature of the Earth for that one year. How many
degrees of freedom do you have? Presumably, 999. Now, suppose that you
leave those same recording thermometers in place for 20 years and calculate
20 annual means. From these 20-year records, you also calculate an rbar of
0.10. How many degrees of freedom per year do you have now? 999 or 9.9?
What has changed? Certainly not the observation network. Does this mean
that we can just as accurately measure the Earth's mean annual temperature
with only 10 randomly placed thermometers if they provide temperature
records with an rbar of 0.00 over a 20 year period? I wouldn't bet on it,
but your theory implies it to be so. Surely, one would have more confidence
(i.e. smaller confidence intervals) in mean annual tempertures estimated
from a 1000-station network.

f

Cheers,

C

Ed

E

>Ed,
>
>re. your recent questions about Neff and rbar etc...
>
>I've thought a bit about these kind of questions over the past few years,
>but have never completely got my head around it all in a satisfactory way.
>I agree with what Phil said in his reply to you. Also, your idea of
>subsamping 40% of the cores at a time sounds reasonable, though I don't
>think it would be possible to write a very elegant statistical
>justification! Anyway, I just wanted to add a couple of points to what
>Phil said:
>
>(1) Even for very low rbar, the formula certainly works for
>idealised/synthetic cases (i.e. with similar standard deviations and
>inter-series correlations etc.). For example, I just generated 1000 random
>time series (each 500 elements long) with a very weak common signal,
>resulting in rbar=0.047. n=1000 was the closest I could get to n=infinity
>without waiting for ages for the correlation matrix to be computed! The
>formula:
>
>neff = n / ( 1 + [n-1]rbar )
>
>which reduces to neff = 1 / rbar for n=infinity gives neff = 20.83. For
>such a low rbar, neff seems rather few? The mean of the variances of the
>1000 series was 1.04677. If I took the "global-mean" timeseries (i.e. the
>mean of the 1000 series, then it's variance was 0.05041. The ratio of
>these variances is 20.77 - almost the same as neff! If our expectation
>that neff should be higher than 20.83 was true, then the variance of the
>mean series should have been much lower than it was. It should be easy to
>try out similar synthetic tests with various options (e.g. shorter time
>series, sets of series with differing variances, subsets with higher common
>signal (within-site) combined with subsets with weaker common signal
>(distant sites) etc.) to test the formula further.
>
>(2) I agree that rbar is computed from sample correlations rather than true



>(population) correlations.
>(a) For short overlaps, the individual correlations will rarely be
>significant. But the true correlations could be higher as well as lower,
>so rbar could be an underestimate and neff could be an overestimate! Maybe
>you have even fewer than 20 degrees of freedom!
>(b) I did wonder whether the sample rbar might be a biased estimate of the
>population rbar, given that the uncertainty ranges surrounding individual
>correlations are asymmetric (with a wider range on the lower side than the
>higher side). But I've checked this out with synthetic data and the rbar
>computed from short samples is uncertain but not biased.
>(c) Just because rbar is only 0.05 does not mean that you need series 1500
>elements long to be significant - that would be the case for testing a
>single correlation coefficient. But rbar is the mean of many coefficients
>(not all independent though!) so it is much easier to obtain significance.
>Not sure how you'd test for this theoretically, but a Monte Carlo test
>would work, given some assumptions about the core data. For 100 cores,
>each just 20 years long, a quick Monte Carlo test indicates that an rbar of
>0.05 is indeed significant - therefore rbar=0.05 in your case with > 100
>cores, many of which will be > 20 years long, should certainly be significant.
>
>Looking forward to your visit! We can discuss this some more.
>
>Tim
>
>
>Dr Timothy J Osborn | phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
>Senior Research Associate | fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>Climatic Research Unit | e-mail: t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>School of Environmental Sciences | web-site:
>University of East Anglia __________| http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/
>Norwich NR4 7TJ | sunclock:
>UK | http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/sunclock.htm

>>

==================================
Dr. Edward R. Cook
Doherty Senior Scholar
Tree-Ring Laboratory
Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
Palisades, New York 10964 USA
Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
==================================

===
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<m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <ccarraro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>



Subject: response
Date: Fri, 17 Aug 2001 15:56:33 +0200

D

Dear Mr Hasselmann,

D

thanks for the draft position of the ECF. I do believe it is very good first 
approach to position the needs of a science-based climate policy in the future. I 
do particularly like the quasi-goal of a long-term 0-emission target supported by 
the scientific community.
However, there are a few amendments I like to propose:

H

a) I do not agree at all that the focus on the short term "dictared by the 10 year 
Kyoto horizon has tended to obscure longer term issues".

K

In the contrary, if we were to agree on longer-term and deeper targets - what we 
all want I suppose - there must be a starting point somewhere in the next years. I 
do agree that the 1 CP targets are moderate and will be diluted by all kinds of 
loopholes. But given the economic and political nature of this treaty, more is/was 
not reachable by the international community. I prefer an unperfect agreement 
coevering the globe (almost!) as a starter over an perfect agreement that will 
never be agreed upon.
And - probably more important - the recent Bonn agreement will give the signal to 
the main polluters that the atmosphere is not a free sewer any more. At best, they 
won some time - but the ultimate message is, that the train towards deeper targets 
has started. This may impact future industrial investment and legislative decision 
making much deeper than the targets of the 1 CP itself as it provides some basic 
certainty.
Having said this, the next important discussion round on a political level will 
resume about "adequacy of commitments" of the next CPs. that is the build-in logic 
of both the treaty and the Convention. Here countries will start to address 
targets for 2xxx xxxx xxxx. Thus, there is an approach to the long-term issues. It 
is a transient process over time. And, please believe me, almost everyone I talked 
to in the past who complained about the "short-term" focus of the treaty as 
opposed to a long-term global strategy had not in mind to strengthen environmental 
effectiveness - these voices mostly reflected the desire to fully delay any early 
action after all. And without early action and without short term focus we will 
never get to the longer-term targets.
In short, I believe, a scientific approach should foster the architecture of the 
KP and that of the Convention and the need for further target-setting processes in 
the future by all parties - and that is intrinsincally embedded in the process.
In that respect, it is probably scientifically correct to state that the "Kyoto 
reductions have negligible impacts on global warming" but it would be politically 
naive to conclude that this means Kyoto is only "symbolic". It is much more.

n

b) I have problems with the focus on solar as the sole beneficiary of a 0-emission 
society. Still, I still like to focus on those measures that are not implemented 
yet and can provide the bulk of future emissions reductions mostly cost-
effectively - that is energy efficiency in its various forms and various 
applications. And renewables are those who benefit most from energy efficiency as 
each renewable kWh provides more service, km or goods.

e

Generally, I like a broader approach to renewables. It is not "one takes it all" 
solar what will save the world from climate change. We need many forms of 
renewables according to the cultural, political and economical circumstances in 
the various regions. In some it may be solar thermal power or PV, in others it is 
off-shore wind, and in many rural areas it may be biomass or geo-thermal energy. 
And let us not forget the challenge of producing hydrogen from renewable sources 
as another ultimate fuel.



a

c) How dow we deal with equity? I believe it has to be addressed in one way or the 
other - and I mean much more than the usual GHG emissions per capita approach. 
This would include compensation/adaptation funding for poor and vulnerable 
developing countries - but also how to deal with targets for (certain) developing 
countries in the next CPs.

c

best regards
Stephan Singer
WWF International

WWWWWW
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From: Klaus Hasselmann <klaus.hasselmann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Stephan Singer" <SSinger@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <bill.hare@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
<baldur.eliasson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <tol@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <ccarraro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
<gretz@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <hourcade@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <GBerz@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
<ola.johannessen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <Carlo.Jaeger@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
<Martin.Welp@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <Ottmar.Edenhofer@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
<schellnhuber@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <juergen.engelhard@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
<m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <ccarraro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: response to response
Date: Sat, 18 Aug 2001 13:39:00 +0200

D

<x-flowed>

<

>Dear Stephan (I suggest we use the anglo-saxon first-name form, coupled
>with "Sie" if we slip into German)

>

I agree with all of your points and hope you will contribute to finding the
right language in our position paper to reflect both the need for long-term
goals and the value of at least starting off with something one can build
upon. One of my motives was to help keep the door open for those who wish
to join the process later without too much embarassment. I also agree that
we need to investigate all technological options. I am certainly not an
expert in this field and am willing to learn from those who see more Global
Mitigation Potential in some of the currently proposed technologies than I do.
With best regards
Klaus

K

Prof. Dr. Klaus Hasselmann
work: Max Planck Institute of Meteorology,
Bundestrasse 55, D21046 Hamburg, Germany
Tel. (+49) (0xxx xxxx xxxxFax. (+49) (0xxx xxxx xxxx
home: Schulstr. 79, D 25368 Kiebitzreihe
Tel. (+49) (0)4xxx xxxx xxxx, Fax. (+49) (0)4xxx xxxx xxxx
e-mail: klaus.hasselmann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

e

</x-flowed>

<
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From: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Matilda Lee" <matildalee1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Request from The Ecologist magazine
Date: Tue Aug 21 09:41:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

See comments embedded from me below ............ I would appreciate receiving a 
copy of the
magazine when published. Thank you.
My affiliation is provided below.
Mike
At 15:15 14/08/01 +0000, you wrote:

A

Yes-very much so! Your response would be greatly appreciated. Thanks!

Y

From: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Matilda Lee" <matildalee1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Request from The Ecologist magazine
Date: Tue, 14 Aug 2001 16:08:55 +0100
Been away on holiday - is this still relevant?
Mike
At 10:10 03/08/01 +0000, you wrote:

A

Dear Sirs:
The Ecologist, a London-based internationally recognized environmental
magazine, will be publishing a Special Edition on Climate Change in
September. For this edition, we believe it would be extremely useful to
gather the opinions of the top climatologists on an issue for which there
is growing interest by those concerned with climate change.
This issue is addressed in Article II of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change, which states:
"The ultimate objective of this Convention and any related legal
instruments that the Conference of the Parties may adopt is to achieve, in
accordance with the relevant provisions of the Convention, stabilization
of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would
prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate
system. Such a level should be achieved within a time-frame sufficient to
allow ecosystems of adapt naturally to climate change, to ensure that food
production is not threatened and to enable economic development to proceed
in a sustainable manner."
Furthermore, the need to address the issue of atmospheric concentrations
was recently reaffirmed by Michael Zammit Cutajar, Executive Secretary of
the UNFCCC, who stated at the closing session of the IGBP in Amsterdam on
13 July 2001,
"I believe that the political process on climate change would be greatly
assisted by agreement on a target for atmospheric concentrations, at least
an intermediate target. This would give a sense of where the whole
international community should be heading and a basis for apportioning
responsibility for getting there."
We would be very appreciative if you would send a return email with your
response to the following questions for publication in The Ecologist
Special Edition on Climate Change.
-At what levels do you think we should aim to stabilize carbon dioxide
concentrations in the atmosphere and why?

c

I do not believe we have any sure basis for establishing what a 'non-dangerous' 
level
should be. This is so for several reasons:



- what is 'dangerous' depends on what measures are taken to adapt to climate 
change.
550ppm may be 'safe' in one assumed future world but 'dangerous' in another.
- the concept of 'danger' is not one that science can pronounce on. Such a level 
has to be
negotiated via a social and political process. This negotiation has also to take 
place in
the context of other risks that society is exposed to, i.e., we may be prepared to 
run a
higher risk with climate change if it means we can divert greater resources to 
reducing
global poverty.
- the basis for establishing 'danger' is contested. One could argue that 
'dangerous'
climate change is change in climate that leads to the death of just *one* person; 
or argue
that some benefit/cost ratio should be used; or argue that if a sovereign state is
extinguished (e.g. a Pacific atoll nation) then that is the definition of 
'dangerous'.
Thus you can see that I do not believe we can arbitrarily choose 550ppm or 650ppm, 
as done
by many scientific pronouncements (including the IPCC and others), and claim that 
is our
target. This can only be done by using the instruments of social and political 
discourse
on an international scale.
What we can say is that the higher the concentration of CO2 reached the greater 
the likely
risks associated with that concentration will be. But this is a relative argument, 
not an
absolute one.

a

-What does that level equate to in terms of percentages of emissions
reductions and by what date should we aim to reach that level?

r

So you see this second question I cannot answer. What we need to be doing, while 
we debate
the first question, is to put in place measures/mechanisms/processes that will 
now, and in
the future, give us greater flexibility of choice about different energy systems 
that have
different carbon ratings. The process is more important that the targets, as the 
Kyoto
negotiations have amply demonstrated.
In 10 years times, what we regard as 'dangerous' climate change will be very 
different from
today - and different again in the year 2020. We therefore need an emissions 
reduction
strategy that is flexible and reflexive to the changing demands of society.

s

We are aware that there is currently no consensus within the scientific
community on what an appropriate level for atmospheric concentrations is.

c

Indeed not - and there never can be. This question is not appropriately answered 
by
science - it has to be answered by society! This is a very important point to get 
across.

a



Our aim in this endeavour is to share with our readers the values
considered relevant to this debate to illustrate why a consensus is
difficult to achieve.

d

Exactly so - and in the end it is a matter of risk assessment and risk management. 
And
with most matters of risk, it is the perception by different individuals that 
matters more
than any quasi-objective estimate of risk. Temperamentally I take more risks than 
does my
wife - my concept of dangerous climate change is likely therefore to be quite 
different
from hers. Writ large and across the nations of the world, this is the problem of 
climate
change management.

c

Thank you in advance for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Matilda Lee
The Ecologist
_________________________________________________________________
Get your FREE download of MSN Explorer at [1]http://explorer.msn.com/intl.asp

G

_________________________________________________________________
Get your FREE download of MSN Explorer at [2]http://explorer.msn.com/intl.asp

G
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From: Rob Swart <Rob.Swart@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: wigley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Re: TGCIA scenario recommendations
Date: Mon, 27 Aug 2001 11:39:11 +0200
Cc: m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, parryml@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Rob Swart 
<Rob.Swart@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, steve smith <ssmith@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
s.raper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Tsuneyuki MORITA <t-morita@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
tim.carter@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

ttt

Dear Tom,

D

Thanks for your message and papers. The problem is clearly one of the
science-policy interface. If science cannot demonstrate that it makes a
difference in terms of avoided climate change and impacts if GHG
concentrations are stabilised, why bother? Currently a Danish guy, Bj

c
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From: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Klaus Hasselmann <klaus.hasselmann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Carlo.Jaeger@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
Martin Welp <Martin.Welp@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, schellnhuber@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 



Ottmar.Edenhofer@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tol@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, ccarraro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
ccarraro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, juergen.engelhard@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
baldur.eliasson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, hourcade@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
ola.johannessen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, gretz@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, bill.hare@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
SSinger@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, guentherr@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, gberz@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Re: ECF position paper
Date: Fri Aug 31 17:37:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Klaus,
A few belated comments on your 1st draft ...... which is looking promising:
a. we need to be careful about using concepts/terms such as 'unacceptable' global 
warming.
As I think Richard Tol says, we do not have any sound basis for determining what
constitutes 'dangerous' climate change. Is it one life lost? a nation-state 
inundated?
or some more utilitarian exceedance of a benefit/cost ratio? Does every citizen on 
the
planet have a vote or just each government? We should draw attention to the rather 
flimsy
basis upon which notions of safe or dangerous, tolerable or unacceptable climate 
change are
debated. In the end of course there are lots of things we may view as 
'unacceptable' (war
for example), yet they happen and we survive. I think this is an area rich for 
research
and we could draw out some of the dimensions.
b. later on you use the idea of balancing abatements costs vs. the risks of 
climate
change. I think we need to use the language of risk here and to draw upon insights
developed by risk analysts (academic and professionals) about how we frame the 
climate
change problem in risk terms. The differential perceptions of risks, inc. climate 
ones,
therefore becomes central in addressing point a.
c. the proposed ECF project on changes in extreme weather is of course a necessary 
first
step towards the quantification of climate risks. This should be one of the 
justifications
for work in this area. It is also the case that better understanding of these 
changes will
yield insights into how adaptation does or should proceed, at both environmental 
systems
and institutional systems levels.
d. re. nuclear energy in a climate protection portfolio, the ECF should be bold 
and should
question and expose assumptions made on both sides of the debate about the up and
down-sides of this technology. It is rising higher on the UK agenda and there will 
be some
challenging times ahead in this country about its rightful place and role.
I look forward to seeing the second draft,
Mike
At 14:24 11/08/01 +0200, Klaus Hasselmann wrote:

A

Dear colleague:
I was requested on the 6.August telephone conference by the ECF skeleton board and 
the
members of the former ECF steering committe to coordinate the writing of an ECF 
position



paper, as agreed upon at the ECF meeting in Brussels on July 12.
It was proposed that we complete the position paper and present it to the press 
about a
week in advance of the Marrakech COP 7 meeting in November this year.
I suggest the following timetable:
1) preliminary agreement on the structure and contents of the paper by the end of 
this
month,
2) production of first draft in September,
3) detailed discussion of first draft on 2nd October in Potsdam (an additional day 
ahead
of the 3-4.October ECF meeting, which was proposed on 6.August to discuss the 
details of
the various projects agreed upon at the Brussels meeting)
4) completion of the paper in October.
5) November: presentation of the paper
I would hope that apart from the 2nd October meeting we can achieve our task by e-
mail.
But a meeting may be necessary in September. If so, we should try to combine it 
with one
of the other project meetings that will be taking place in September.
Everybody is invited to participate. Please feel free to copy this mail to other 
ECF
members or potential members who I may have missed.
It has been suggested that the position paper should be short, about 5 pages, plus 
some
appendices if necessary.To get the discussion going, I propose the attached 
structure as
straw man. Please note that many of the points I have listed are my own views, and 
I
will by happy to - and expect to - modify them based on your responses.
With best regards
Klaus

K

Prof. Dr. Klaus Hasselmann
work: Max Planck Institute of Meteorology,
Bundestrasse 55, D21046 Hamburg, Germany
Tel. (+49) (0xxx xxxx xxxxFax. (+49) (0xxx xxxx xxxx
home: Schulstr. 79, D 25368 Kiebitzreihe
Tel. (+49) (0)4xxx xxxx xxxx, Fax. (+49) (0)4xxx xxxx xxxx
e-mail: klaus.hasselmann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

e
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Esper/Cook paper
Date: Mon, 10 Sep 2001 10:35:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: "Malcolm K. Hughes" <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Michael E. Mann" 
<mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Crowley_Hegerl <tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, jto@u.arizona.edu, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Jan Esper <esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

s

<x-flowed>
Hi Ed,

H

Just to reiterate one more key point---Superimposing the two series and



their uncertainties is not the whole story (although it is a definite
improvement over just showing the two reconstructions on top of each other
w/ know assessment of uncertainty). However, doing the above still only
poses the question:

p

apple +/- [uncertainty in apple] =? orange +/- [uncertainty in orange]

a

As we discussed in a previous email exchange (based on the correlations you
calculated between instrumental series w/ the trend removed) , the two
reconstructions should probably only share about 60% or so variance in
common in the best case scenario, where there is no uncertainty at all,
owing simply to the differing target regions/season...

o

So we need to be very careful w/ the following statement which you made in
your previous email:

y

"If so, this would not mean that the series are not significantly different
from each
other. One can't dismiss the highly systematic differences at
multi-centennial timescales quite so easily."

m

I'm not sure you can justify that statement based on sound statistical
reasoning!

r

I agree w/ your following statement "Why these differences are there is the
crux question."

c

However,I hope the discussion will accurately reflect the fact that the
leading hypotheses to be rejected in answering that question are 1) random
uncertainty in the two series owing to differing data quality and sampling,
etc. can explain the difference and 2) systematic differences owing to
differing target region and seasonality can explain any residual
differences after (1).

d

That may be a tough standard to beat, but it *is* the approach that Tom,
Phil, Keith, and I have all been taking in addressing the issue of whether
our different reconstructions are or are not inconsistent and the
conclusion has in general been (see e.g. IPCC which was really a consensus
of many of us, though admittedly only I was a lead author) that, despite
notable differences in the low-frequency variability, the different
reconstructions probably cannot be considered inconsistent given the
uncertainties and differences in seasonality/spatial sampling. I have a
hard time understanding why the same standard should not be applied to
comparisons w/ your current reconstruction?

c

Does your RCS reconstruction really not fall in the mix of all the other
reconstructions? Is it truly an outlier w/ respect to Phil's, Tom's, MBH,
and other existing N. hem reconstructions that are based on different
seasonality and regional sampling???

s

We've probably had enough discussion now on this point, so I'll leave it to
you to discuss the results in the way you see most fit, but I really hope
you take the above points into account, in fairness to the previous work...

y

I look forward to seeing the final manuscript in one form or another, in
any case,

a

cheers,



c

mike

m

At 08:10 AM 9/10/xxx xxxx xxxx, Ed Cook wrote:

A

>I do intend to put in a new Fig. 5 that will compare the mean RCS with MBH,
>including each series' confidence limits. This will be done on low-pass
>filtered data (probably 40 year because of what Mike has sent me). I am
>sure that there will be significant overlap of confidence limits,
>especially prior to AD 1600, when they are quite wide in MBH. If so, this
>would not mean that the series are not significantly different from each
>other. One can't dismiss the highly systematic differences at
>multi-centennial timescales quite so easily. Why these differences are
>there is the crux question.
>
>Cheers,
>
>Ed
>
> >Dear Ed and Jan,
> >I have a couple of general comments, and then some specific little things
> >that
> >may be helpful. It is possible that some of the answers to my questions
> >may be
> >in the two manuscripts in review or in press (TRR and Dendrochronologia) to
> >which you refer.
> > It seems that your results are consistent with the general shape and
> >some of the detail of the MBH99 series, apart from departures before 1200
> >and in
> >the 19th century. As the two datasets are largely, but not completely,
> >independent, this is an important result. At the time when your
> >replication is
> >weakest, there appear to be differences between the linear and
> non-linear RCS
> >curves and the MBH series. Before about 1200 your dataset is dominated by
> >material from four sites, I think - Polar Urals, Mongolia, Quebec and the
> >Taimyr
> >Peninsula. It therefore seems to me that it is important to make the
> >kinds of
> >direct graphical comparisons that Mike suggests of both your series and
> >the MBH
> >series (superimposed and with their confidence limits shown). Perhaps the
> >differences you note are not robust, and then there would seem to be little
> >reason to seek climatological explanations. I suggest that the graphical
> >comparison Mike suggests will be important since it should allow some
> >assessment
> >of the extent to which MBH and others have or have not underestimated
> >temperature in the AD 1xxx xxxx xxxxperiod, if your arguments hold up.
> > I think that a reasonable reader would have some questions about this
> >particular application of the RCS approach. Maybe an expansion of the
> >footnote
> >might help. How does the determination of the form of the regional
> >standardization curve itself depend on replication within each sampled
> >population? Do we know that the regional standardization curve does not vary
> >with time? Or, do we know that the regional standardization curve does
> >not vary
> >with climate on multicentennial timescales? If so, how? Is it not quite
> >possible



> >that the level of the part of the curve for, say, trees between ages 100
> >and 300
> >is set by climate in the early life of the tree, or that it is itself
> >directly
> >determined by contemporaneous temperatures? A number of these questions
> >occur to
> >me because I have been struggling with RCS in the Yakutia material I have
> >been
> >working on with Gene Vaganov. We have a very good situation for the
> >application
> >of the method, with a couple of hundred samples for which we have pith - no
> >estimate needed. Even so, the resulting chronology, once calibrated, gives
> >impossible temperatures in the early part of the millennium. They imply mean
> >early summer temperatures of up to 18 degrees Celsius, which, at 70 degrees
> >north would have led to massive ecological and geomorphological change.
> I can
> >find no evidence for this. I would not be at all surprised if an
> >examination of
> >the Taimyr material you used were to show the same thing. I say this
> >because I
> >know Mukhtar Nuarzbaev's RCS chronology from the Taimyr shows these very
> high
> >levels at precisely the same time as the Yakutia material. Perhaps Mukhtar
> >and I
> >are misapplying the RCS method - a real possibility at least as far as I am
> >concerned. Alternatively, there is some problem with RCS that we have yet to
> >identify.
> >We are all stuck with a more fundamental problem, which is that we have no
> >way
> >to calibrate multicentennial variations. You have used one method of
> >producing
> >chronologies with greater low frequency variability, one that has some very
> >appealing characteristics. There are other ways the same objective could be
> >reached, but we do not have a simple way to choose between them in most
> >cases. I
> >do think it would be interesting to compare the RCS for the Sierra Nevada
> >material you used, if it contains enough samples to do that, with the Great
> >Basin upper forest border network, as highgraded to only contain samples
> with
> >minimum segment length of 500 years, and very conservatively detrended.
> >
> >Here are some specific points:
> >In the penultimate line on page 2 you refer to 1,205 tree ring series
> from 14
> >locations. Some readers will for sure be confused by the word "series" in
> >this
> >case - how about "core samples" or "radii" or "trees"?
> >Page 3 - I need to check this, but I think the segment lengths in the
> >relevant
> >series in the MBH99 analyses are much longer than 400 years.
> >Page 5 - The differences of timing in high values between the linear and
> >non-linear chronologies are actually quite striking. I think if you and I
> >were
> >looking at a couple of subsamples from a single site we would put these
> >differences down to inadequate sample depth.
> >Page 6 - you talk about the two series (RCS and MBH) disagreeing strongly,
> >but
> >at the moment there is no basis available to the reader to see how strongly.



> >This comes back to Mike's suggestion of a direct graphical comparison with
> >confidence limits, etc.
> >
> >Hope this helps, Cheers, Malcolm
> >
>
>
>==================================
>Dr. Edward R. Cook
>Doherty Senior Scholar
>Tree-Ring Laboratory
>Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
>Palisades, New York 10964 USA
>Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
>Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>==================================

>

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml

h

</x-flowed>

<
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From: "Malcolm Hughes" <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Esper/Cook paper
Date: Mon, 10 Sep 2001 12:40:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: "Malcolm K. Hughes" <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Crowley_Hegerl 
<tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, jto@u.arizona.edu, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Jan Esper 
<esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

k

Dear Ed - Didn't Keith Briffa also come up with a more marked LIA
than MBH99 in his age-band work? If this turns out to be right, it
should eventually be easier to find the sources of the differences
between the reconstructions, just by virtue of there being not only
many more tree-ring data for that period, but also more other, data,
such as documentary. Cheers, Malcolm
Malcolm Hughes
Professor of Dendrochronology
Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research
University of Arizona
Tucson, AZ 85721
xxx xxxx xxxx
fax xxx xxxx xxxx

f

Original Filename: 1000154718.txt | Return to the index page | Permalink | Earlier 
Emails | Later Emails

E



From: Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: the real message
Date: Mon, 10 Sep 2001 16:45:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Hi Keith,

H

You probably haven't seen the newest version, which has not yet been
submitted, but I CLEARLY state that several of the data sets/sites used in
the paper have been used before and I reference all of the relevant papers.
I never implied anywhere that this was the first successful use of RCS. I
also reference your Quat. Sci. Rev. paper and your Age Banding paper. I
also state in the concluding section that what has been shown is not new,
but it is somewhat novel (the separation of the data into RC curve classes
and the regionalization of the data on the scale described) and
informative. I stand by that completely. So, the version I am working on
covers (hopefully) some of your concerns/complaints. I will do my best to
be "fair" before I finally submit it. However, this is a Report to Science
(~2500 word limit), so I can't do the kind of review of the literature and
detailed discussiion of results that would be possible in more normal size
papers.

p

Sorry for sounding a bit testy here. I've been fielding a whole raft of
questions, comments, and criticisms from Mike Mann, Tom Crowley, and
Malcolm Hughes. Some of them useful, many of them tiresome or besides the
point. I never wanted to get involved in this quixotic game of producing
the next great NH temperature reconstruction because of the professional
politics and sensitivities involved. All I wanted to do was demonstate with
Jan that Broecker was wrong, something that you have obviously done a few
times before but in journals that Broecker and others don't follow closely
(I guess. I should also say that the amount of ignorance about tree rings
in the global change/paleo/modeling community is staggering given what has
been published. Like it or not, they simply don't read our papers.). In so
doing, it seemed reasonable to compare the RCS chronology against the
hockey stick because that is the series that Broecker was railing against.
That is why I didn't bother to compare the series against all the other
records produced by you, Phil, and others. Jan originally did that, but I
chose to restrict the comparison to tighten the focus of the paper. More
reference to your results is clearly justified, so maybe I was wrong here.

r

This all reinforces my determination to leave this NH/global temperature
reconstruction junk behind me once I get this paper submitted. It's not
worth the aggravation. However, the paper is something that I need to do
for Jan. And I still think it is a good paper.

f

Cheers,

C

Ed

E

>What I really mean is that you have written this paper implying that you
>are getting low-frequency NH temperatures out of tree-ring data for the
>first time- using the RCS. You set up this question then use a lot of data
>in your analysis and the RCS as though they have not been analysed like
>this before and then show you get more of a LIA than Mann , while
>ignoring the fact that I have already produced calibrated summer
>temperature curves (in the Science Perspective piece) from RCS ring width
>data in Sweden , Urals , Taimyr and (in the JGR paper) using banded
>density - which both show more low frequency than MBH. The real question is



>whether MBH use data in tropical and mid latitudes that supress what is
>really a high latitude summer signal in their northen predictors ? I just
>don't think you are being very fair here- despite how many times you cite
>me ( perhaps the citations should anyway reflect the useful contributions
>to a particular area even if they number more than a token couple)
>that's off my chest now
>cheers
>Keith
>
>--
>Professor Keith Briffa,
>Climatic Research Unit
>University of East Anglia
>Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.
>
>Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
>Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>
>http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/

>>

==================================
Dr. Edward R. Cook
Doherty Senior Scholar
Tree-Ring Laboratory
Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
Palisades, New York 10964 USA
Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
==================================

===
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Esper/Cook paper
Date: Mon Sep 10 20:34:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: "Malcolm K. Hughes" <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Crowley_Hegerl 
<tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, jto@u.arizona.edu, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Jan Esper 
<esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

<

Ed
I still believe you are not showing sufficient comparisons with series
besides the MBH ; necessary to demonstrate the true extent of "new" information in 
this
work. At the very least this needs to acknowledge that other (and other tree-ring-
based )
series are out there , that use at least some of the data you employ , and use the 
RCS
method to process may of their constituent series - i.e. the Northern chronology 
series
shown in my QSR paper. What is similar and what is different in your series and 
this one?
You give the impression here that you are using the RCS and new data to 



demonstrate the
possibility of getting more low frequency signal from tree-ring data - but then 
you base
this on a comparison with MBH only. Surely what is needed here is to establish WHY 
MBH
don't get as much LIA for example . By not showing that other tree-ring data that 
have also
shown a LIA , and not exploring why MBH does not (despite using some of the same 
-and note
-already RCS standardised data) is perhaps confusing rather than clarifying the 
issue.
When we discussed this here, I also suggested the need to show separate "north" 
and more
"south" curves ,separated in your data set, to try to get at least some handle on 
the
independent expression of the centennial trends in a region south of the over-
exploited
northern network . At the very least it should be clearly stated that many of the 
site data
used here and in previous work (see our Science perspectives piece) are common and 
other
series already produce more low-frequency signal than is implied in MBH .
Sorry for this rushed comment but I wanted to get this point over as we had talked 
about it
before but you don't seem to have taken it on board.
cheers
Keith
At 02:51 PM 9/10/xxx xxxx xxxx, Ed Cook wrote:

A

Hi Mike et al.,
Okay, here is an overlay plot of MBH vs. RCS, with RCS scaled to the
1xxx xxxx xxxxperiod of MBH, and with 95% confidence limits. This has been done
for the 40-yr low-pass RCS data to be consistent with the low-pass MBH
series you sent me. The 95% confidence limits of the RCS are also scaled
appropriately. Since correlations with both instrumental and MBH are
O(0.95) after even 20-year smoothing because of the trend, the RCS limits
are effectively based on the bootstrap 95% limits of the 14 chronologies.
Assuming that the original RCS C.I.s are reasonably accurate (which I think
they are), what is apparent (to me anyway) is that the confidence limits of
MBH are uniformly narrower after AD 1600. Prior to that, they are
comparable to RCS back to ca. AD 1200 where RCS C.I.s get bigger. Of course
this is an odd comparison because the confidence limits are not derived the
same way. However, I do think that they are somewhat informative
nonetheless. What is also apparent is the much great amplitude of
variability in the RCS estimates. This is consistent with the understanding
that extratropical temperatures are more variable than tropical
tempertures, which supports the idea that the MBH record does have more
tropical temperature information in it. The other interesting thing about
expressing the RCS data this way and overlaying it on MBH is the appearance
that MBH is missing the LIA rather than the MWP, at least on
multi-centennial timescales. This turns some of Broecker's criticism of the
"hockey stick" on its head. I'm not sure where all this leads.
Any comments and further suggestions are welcome as long as they come in by
tomorrow. I am definately submitting the paper within a day or two.
Cheers,
Ed
==================================
Dr. Edward R. Cook



Doherty Senior Scholar
Tree-Ring Laboratory
Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
Palisades, New York 10964 USA
Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
==================================

=

--
Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa[2]/
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From: Rashit Hantemirov <rashit@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: INTAS
Date: Tue, 11 Sep 2001 17:03:28 +0500
Reply-to: Rashit Hantemirov <rashit@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>

R

Dear Keith,
below is the list of the Ekaterinburg team members with brief
description.

d

=========

=

Stepan G. Shiyatov, Prof., Dr., head of the Laboratory of
Dendrochronology, leader of Ekaterinburg team, took part in
collecting subfossil wood in the Yamal Peninsula, cross-dating
ring-width series, developing and analysing the multimillennial
ring-width chronology. He has also carried out the work on
evaluation of changes in composition and structure of
forest-tundra ecosystems in Polar Urals.

f

Rashit M. Hantemirov, Dr., took part in collecting subfossil wood
in the Yamal Peninsula, cross-dating ring-width series,
developing and analysing the multimillennial ring-width
chronology. He has also developed and analysed juniper chronology
in Polar Urals.

i

Valery S. Mazepa, Dr., took part in treatment of individual
ring-width series and analysing of the Yamal long chronology. He
has also carried out the work on estimating of changes in woody
biomass in Polar Urals.

b



Alexander Yu. Surkov, technician, took part in collecting,
preparing and measuring the subfossil wood from Yamal Peninsula

p

=========

=

Finances(Eu):

F

Labour Overhead travel/sub equipment consum other total
12xxx xxxx xxxxxxx xxxx xxxx xxx xxxx xxxx

1

For any case - how many got each team member (Eu):

F

Shiyatov S.G. 4000
Mazepa V.S. 3800
Hantemirov R.M. 3700
Surkov A.Y. 1000

SS

Best regards,
Stepan G. Shiyatov
Rashit M. Hantemirov

R

Lab. of Dendrochronology
Institute of Plant and Animal Ecology
8 Marta St., 202
Ekaterinburg, 620144, Russia
e-mail: rashit@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Fax: +7 (34xxx xxxx xxxx; phone: +7 (34xxx xxxx xxxx

FFFF
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: [Fwd: Rapid Climate Change]
Date: Fri Sep 28 12:51:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Date: Thu, 27 Sep 2001 11:32:30 +0100
From: Simon Tett <simon.tett@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: [Fwd: Rapid Climate Change]
Sender: simon.tett@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
To: k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, sandy.tudhope@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
X-Mailer: Mozilla 4.75 [en] (X11; U; HP-UX B.11.xxx xxxx xxxx/782)
X-Accept-Language: en
Dear Keith/Sandy,
please don't pass on or discuss further -- this is the email I got from
Phil Newton. So with some reluncance I get to put up a strawman. I will
go with what we discussed in London but some nice graphics (or any
thoughts) would be helpful -- do you have any you can send me.
Simon
Date: Fri, 21 Sep 2001 16:02:14 +0100
From: Philip Newton <ppn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Rapid Climate Change
To: sfbtett@email, a.j.watson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Cc: Meric Srokosz <MAS@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,



Catrin Yeomans <CVY.DST.Swindon@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,
Judy Parker <JMP.DST.Swindon@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,
Nigel Collins <NRC.DST.Swindon@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,
Neville Hollingworth <NTH.DST.Swindon@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Message-id: <md5:867B0102E7BAE34BCAE86F2E32B8167E>
MIME-version: 1.0
Content-type: multipart/mixed; boundary="Boundary_(ID_5Sy4P7Icy2zVEqcBr4S8jA)"
Dear Simon, Andy,
Many thanks for agreeing to each give an informal presentation to the Steering 
Committee
on the first afternoon of the meeting.
As I mentioned on the phone, what I'm after is for each of you to look at the 
Abrupt
proposal and Prescient proposal/draft-science plan (attached as WORD documents), 
stand
well back, and put forward some ideas for how one might combine them into a single
coherent programme. The intention is to lay the foundation for some discussion, 
both
Monday afternoon and evening, in advance of the formal Steering Committee meeting 
item
that will deal with developing a single science plan. All SC members will have the
attached documents in their papers.
I'll summarise the few constraints we have at the start of the Monday session, so 
you
won't have to revisit the history; by the time we get to you, all will know that 
we have
the task of coming up with a single plan, and the events leading up to that
circumstance.
The constraints as I see them are:
The Rapid Climate Change programme has a budget of

T
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From: "R K Pachauri" <pachauri@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: TERI launches TerraGreen, an e-magazine on the environment
Date: Wed, 28 Nov 2001 16:40:00 +0530

D

TERI is proud to announce the launch of TerraGreen 
(http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/), an e-magazine that will bring you news about 
energy, environment and sustainable development from India, once every two weeks.

e

TerraGreen was formally launched on Wednesday, November 28, 2001 by Mr. C. M. 
Vasudev, Secretary, Department of Economic Affairs, Government of India in New 
Delhi.

D

*************************************************************

*

You are receiving TerraGreen because you have shown interest in TERI's research, 
multifarious activities or numerous publications over the years. Your address is 
saved in TERI's central database of e-mail addresses. If you should prefer not to 
receive this e-mail in future, please let us know. To do this, please scroll down 
to the end of this e-mail.

t

*************************************************************

*

TERRAGREEN
News to Save the Earth



N

Issue 1, xxx xxxx xxxxNovember, 2001

I

Letter from the editor

L

Here is the first issue of TerraGreen, an e-magazine that will bring to you the 
most significant shakeouts in India's energy, environment and sustainable 
development scenarios. For concerned individuals across the world looking for 
reliable news and information in these fields from India has often been an uphill 
task. TERI has worked for over quarter of a century to disseminate information 
from these very fields. Taking that mandate forward, TerraGreen will bring you 
analytical, unbiased and straightforward reportage. In the wilderness of the 
Internet you will soon learn to rely on TerraGreen for news, views and 
information. So, welcome to the wilderness. Enjoy.

i

For full text click on: http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/letter.htm

F

*************************************************************

*

News of the fortnight

N

What's happening in our green horizons and elsewhere? TerraGreen's news updates 
bring you the latest in environment news.

b

This issue's headlines

T

Pepper and people power
Periyar Tiger Reserve, Kerala- The India Ecodevelopment Project brings a much-
needed economic fillip to the lives of Mannan and Paliyan tribals through pepper 
cooperatives. Find out how it all happened at 
http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/news.htm#pepper

hh

Sunny through the clouds
New Delhi- Anybody for the sun? Soft loans for setting up solar water heaters in 
group housing societies from IREDA. Visit 
http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/news.htm#sunny to also find out about sun-
powered electricity in the high, cold reaches of the Himalayas, for villagers in 
Leh and Kargil.

L

Of Birds and War
Afghanistan- The terror of war and bombings in Afghanistan is spreading far. So 
hangs the fate of India's winged migratory friends -- the Siberian crane, 
shoveller ducks, the crested poacher and Arctic tern, to name a few. At 
http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/news.htm#birds read about these avian 
anxieties.

a

*************************************************************

*

The Long Story

T

Let the Gentle Giants Be
Veraval, Gujarat- Fahmeeda Hanfee's first-hand report on the huge but vulnerable 
whale shark, and on a milestone that is something of a first in the official 
protection for marine life in India. Hanfee analyses the pros and cons at 
http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/feature.htm#f1

hh



The Water Harvest
Kalakhoont-Madhya Pradesh, Sangani-Gujarat- Arnab Ray Ghatak's inspiring report of 
villagers (http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/feature.htm#f2) who looked 
beyond governmental apathy to drill water from parched lands on their own and are 
now reaping a golden harvest.

n

*************************************************************

*

In Conversation

I

At a time when a lot of people across India are grappling with power shortages, Mr 
Suresh P. Prabhu, Union Minister for Power, talks to TerraGreen's executive editor 
in a one-on-one.
http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/interview.htm

h

*************************************************************

*

Centrepiece

C

No one Need Go Hungry
Dr. L. C. Jain, Chairman, Industrial Development Services, economist and Gandhian, 
Dr L C Jain, unfolds a simple blueprint to change the bizarre food security 
situation India faces today - of rotting foodgrains and starvation deaths. Read 
more about Jain's views at http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/essay.htm. He 
laments that if Gandhi were to be around today and learnt of this cruel irony, he 
would invite an assassin to end his life.

w

*************************************************************

*

Reviews

R

Get the latest on your green reads. This week: Subhadra Menon reviews Brenda 
Cranney's The Mountain Women of Himachal Pradesh. Plus more short reviews at 
http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/reviews.htm

h

*************************************************************

*

People in Action

P

Ever wondered how to reach people working at the grass-roots? To be able to make a 
difference? Let nothing stop you, contact them to work alongside, or just to help. 
Go to: http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/people.htm

G

*************************************************************

*

Forthcoming Events

F

Check out our green calendar http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/events.htm 
for the fortnight.

f

*************************************************************

*

Factfile

F

At http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/issue1/facts.htm check out some interesting 
facts about the environment around us.

f

*************************************************************



*

CONTACT

C

Reach the executive editor of TerraGreen at 
http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/contact.htm

h

FEEDBACK

F

Need to reach us at TerraGreen with comments or suggestions? The second issue of 
TerraGreen is in the pipeline, do mail us at terragreen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx or please 
fill the form at http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/feedback.htm

f

*************************************************************
SUBSCRIBE WITH US

S

You are currently subscribed to TerraGreen. If you want to notify a change of 
address please write in at terragreen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx or please fill the 
subscription form at http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/subscribe.htm. While we hope 
you find TerraGreen useful, to unsubscribe please send us a message at the same e-
mail address with `Unsubscribe' written in the subject line.

m

*************************************************************
ABOUT US

A

If you want to know more about the TerraGreen team, go to 
http://www.teriin.org/terragreen/about.htm

h

ABOUT TERI

A

If you would like to know more about TERI as an institute and our other 
publications visit us at http://www.teriin.orga

p

Copyright (Cxxx xxxx xxxxTERI, New Delhi. All rights reserved.

C

*****************************************************************************
R K Pachauri, Ph. D
Director-General, TERI
Habitat Place, Lodhi Road
New Delhi xxx xxxx xxxx
Tel: xxx xxxx xxxx/2
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx/5
Visit www.teriin.org/dsds/ for full audio and
video coverage of the Delhi Sustainable
Development Summit, 7-9 Feb. 2001.

DD
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From: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Myles Allen <m.allen1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: RE: RE: Tyndall proposal
Date: Wed Dec 12 09:29:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

At 00:03 12/12/01, you wrote:

A

Hi Tim and Phil,
I'm afraid I missed their deadline -- I'm presenting at the Royal Society



meeting on IPCC tomorrow, and that had to take priority. If Simon is
interested enough to bend some rules quietly, I could certainly get him an
outline proposal by Friday, but if not, it'll have to wait until their next
call. It's frustrating, but it can't be helped. NERC just have too many
calls. As Simon points out, the Tyndall Centre's style may be a more
top-down, regulatory approach anyway, and good luck to them. Politically
negotiated emission targets may work, but I have to confess to having
doubts. Perhaps I have spent too much time talking to Dick Lindzen to
believe in central planning any more.

b

Myles, by "Simon" do you mean Simon Shackley? I don't think he'd be able to bend 
the rules
since the proposals have to go direct to the Tyndall Centre's administrator. As 
you say,
they are being more directive (is that a word?) in what they want this time round, 
and
since your idea isn't central to what they think they want I doubt whether they'd 
be
prepared to bend the rules. Hope the Roy Soc goes well - I hear they're charging 
100 quid
to listen to you - a bargain!
Tim

T
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Science paper
Date: Mon Dec 17 15:13:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

C

Ed (and Jan)
Frankly I am a bit surprised at your and Jan's response to my letter.
I thought I had explained clearly what I was writing to Science and did only that. 
After
some not too little experience in reviewing for Science and Nature , I returned 
what I
considered to be a very positive response, one which I knew Science would 
interpret as a
call to publish important results. This is precisely what they have done and no 
more could
have been expected. As to the sentiments and opinions expressed , they are 
objective and ,
in my opinion still correct. They are to be interpreted as a request for re-
thinking the
logic and rationale of the presentation. I do not see why they require more than 
some
re-phrasing. Though I will admit that they ask for some minor (entirely 
justifiable) work
to include the correlations with summer seasonal data. I simply would not like to 
see you
write a paper that puts out a confused message with regard to the global warming 
debate ,
leaving ambiguity as to your opinion on the validity of the Mann curve and 
implying that
your series is a annual record , when I do not believe that you think it is. To 
get Science



to consider a rewrite is surely what you would have hoped for , and satisfying my 
remarks ,
in small or large measure , will not be the determinant in getting this published. 
Indeed ,
it may well be that the tone of my letter could have convinced them that this was 
important
work that should be published ( though with some provisos) despite what other 
reviewers may
have thought. What did the other reviewers say?
If you think I was too negative then I am sorry that we don't agree entirely - but 
that at
least is the normal !
I would not like this affair to ruin my Christmas , as it surely will if it is the 
cause of
our falling out . As for your message Jan , I prefer to think you were trying to 
calm
troubled waters , though you seem peculiarly adept at doing the opposite where I 
am
concerned, I prefer to ignore the remark about "not wanting to let this curve into 
Science"
( a response might only injure the prospects of any further collaboration) but I 
will say
that it goes without saying that Ed can have his opinion , just as even I can 
have. I would
never consider myself stupid enough to imagine I could ever influence your 
response to
Science by anything other than reasoned argument. If this is not accepted then ,at 
least Ed
I am sure knows that, I would not let this stand in the way of this paper.
Ed, I am sorry to hear about your condition and I do know how debilitating it is. 
Useless
as it is , you have all my sympathy and best wishes for a rapid recovery.
I am likely also guilty of short temper and extreme frustration at the moment 
because of
conflicts between family and work , both sides demanding more time and both being
increasingly ill served by me. Somewhere in the middle I feel increasingly 
suffocated of
late and in moments of sane reflection can see that much of the trouble could 
perhaps be
lessened if one had time to be more considered in ones actions - but the moments 
of quiet
reflection are invariably harder to find.
I am totally confident that after a day's rephrasing this paper can go back and be
publishable to my satisfaction by Science. I am equally confident that this 
interchange
was a waste of yours and my time . To the extent that I am culpable , I am truly 
sorry.
Keith
At 09:23 AM 12/17/xxx xxxx xxxx, you wrote:

A

Hi Keith,
First, I need to apologize a bit for what I wrote to you. It was a bit over
the top and came out during some serious physical discomfort that I am
experiencing now from a bout of shingles(? I'll find out from the doctor
today). It is all rather painful and depressing. So while I still think
that we have very real differences of opinion on the paper, I would hope
that we can accept at least some of these differences as part of the
scientific debate process and not let it affect us negatively or personally.



Paul Krusic came by yesterday and brought with him several parcels from the
lab, including the paper from Science. The editor will not accept the paper
as submitted, but will consider it after revision. Obviously, this is as
good as we should have expected. I will do whatever I can to satisfy the
reviewers comments, including yours, but probably can not rewrite it in a
way that will satisfy all of your concerns. At that point, it will be up to
Science to decide how to proceed.
Regards,
Ed
==================================
Dr. Edward R. Cook
Doherty Senior Scholar
Tree-Ring Laboratory
Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
Palisades, New York 10964 USA
Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
==================================

=

--
Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa[2]/
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Stepan Shiyatov <stepan@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: INTAS final money
Date: Tue Jan 22 15:42:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Stepan
I have the form , but it is not clear . Where I think I sign (page 1 bottom. under
co-ordinator) it says I have to prove my identity in Brussels?
I will phone them to ask before sending the form back. Will Eugene need a similar
signature?
Keith
At 12:15 PM 1/21/02 +0500, you wrote:

A

Dear Keith,
As I realized, our team must receive from INTAS the final sum of 737
EURO. I can get these money via Ekaterinburg Branch of VNESHTORGBANK,
as we did earlier. I am sending to you "Payment request" for
this sum, and you, as the coordinator, must sign it and send to
Brussels. In that case I can receive money in Ekaterinburg.
Last two months I was very bisy writing many reports for our activity



in 2001. From that days I will begin to work with material obtained
from the Polar Urals, mainly cartographic and photographic ones.
WE intent to take part at PAGES meeting which will be in May in
Moscow.
I wish you, your family and colleaques the best in New Year.
Best Regards,
Stepan stepan@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

S

--
Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa[2]/
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Fwd: Re: SCIENCE review
Date: Wed Feb 20 16:25:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Date: Fri, 30 Nov 2001 13:48:13 +0000
To: "Jesse Smith" <hjsmith@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: SCIENCE review
Dear Jesse
I am sorry for messing you about with this but I really am leading a complicated 
life at
the moment. I am attaching my comments on The Esper et al manuscript . You will 
see that
I think the work is genuinely interesting and potentially of wide significance. 
The
bottom line is that you should publish this but the way the authors have chosen to
present their results smacks of a lack of clarity of thought (and a lot of 
fudging!) . I
believe that they are more concerned with trying to temper their ideas so as not 
to
"offend" Mann et al. They choose to present their work as a generalised 
demonstration
of how to process a tree-ring data set merely to argue against an unjustified 
remark
made by Broecker about tree-ring reconstructions in general. This simply devalues 
the
significance of their work as this refutation is out their in the literature 
already if
only Broecker bothered to check. By trying to skate around the real questions that
Broecker was implying - i.e. is the methodology removing the true low-frequency
variance in the Mann et al curve and is the magnitude of the Medieval warmth 



understated
? - Esper et al are obscuring the real message of their results - namely that Mann 
et
al do most likely loose the low frequency variance in their reconstruction and 
they may
very well be underestimating the Medieval warmth . To get at this the authors need 
to be
honest about what their data represent (probably summer and certainly not 
hemispheric
wide coverage ) and is this really that different from what Mann et al actually
represent (even though they believe their's is a mean annual Hemispheric record).
I think the authors present a too-simplistic discussion of their curve and then 
gloss
over these difficult but important issues.
So I really think they should be published , but they should think again about the
interpretation and message .
At 09:25 AM 11/27/xxx xxxx xxxx, you wrote:

A

Dear Keith,
No, it is not too late, so please send your review. Thanks a million.
Sincerely,
Jesse
=======================
Dr. Jesse Smith
Associate Editor
----------------------------------------------
Science
1200 New York Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20005
USA
----------------------------------------------
(2xxx xxxx xxxx
(2xxx xxxx xxxx(FAX)
hjsmith@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
=======================
>>> Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx> 11/27/01 09:17AM >>>
Is it too late for this or should I send a review by tomorrow?
Keith

K

--
Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/
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Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[2]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa[3]/
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From: "Raymond S. Bradley" <rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: questions
Date: Tue, 05 Mar 2002 23:26:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

<x-flowed>
I cut Hammer ref
I just thanked "ll those who provided data"
I was looking at Graybill & Shiyatov Fig 20.6, but you are right that the
warmest period was after 1160....though some argue the MWP extends into the
14th century....certainly it shows a cold 11th century. So I'lll cut that
reference, as requested...

r

I leave it to you to contact Dave Fisher as I don't know what he sent
you...so get back to me asap

y

Ray

RR

>for the melt record (l) use .
>
>2. "Intercomparison of....techniques", Fisher and others.1996. Nato
>ASI Vol 141, "Climate variations and forcingmechanisms of the last
>2000 yrs", Springer Verlag etc. pp xxx xxxx xxxx.
>Can not track down yet where the low re one came from (can you ask Dave
>directly)
>Other points are ok
>Did you track down the Hammer ref (some European conference) ?
>Do you need list of acknowledgements yet? Should include
>Mike Salmon for drawing the figure
>and Fisher, Black, Luterbacher, presumably Johnsson ,Bianchi,Kegwin,
>van Engelen,Keith Barber and Darrel.Maddy, for the data I used.
>I am really pushed , sorry about brief reponse- honest.
>Keith
>
>
>At 10:46 PM 3/4/xxx xxxx xxxx, you wrote:
>>yes--they do show a MWp in shiyatov and graybill 1992--but i added briffa
>>2000, too.
>>i still need a response to my last email
>>ray
>>
>>
>>Raymond S. Bradley
>>Distinguished Professor and Head of Department
>>Department of Geosciences
>>University of Massachusetts
>>Amherst, MA 01xxx xxxx xxxx



>>
>>Tel: xxx xxxx xxxx
>>Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>>Climate System Research Center: xxx xxxx xxxx
>>Climate System Research Center Web Page:
>><http://www.geo.umass.edu/climate/climate.html>
>>Paleoclimatology Book Web Site (1999):
>>http://www.geo.umass.edu/climate/paleo/html
>>
>
>--
>Professor Keith Briffa,
>Climatic Research Unit
>University of East Anglia
>Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.
>
>Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
>Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>
>http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/
>

>

Raymond S. Bradley
Distinguished Professor and Head of Department
Department of Geosciences
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, MA 01xxx xxxx xxxx

A

Tel: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
Climate System Research Center: xxx xxxx xxxx
Climate System Research Center Web Page:
<http://www.geo.umass.edu/climate/climate.html>
Paleoclimatology Book Web Site (1999):
http://www.geo.umass.edu/climate/paleo/html

hhh

</x-flowed>
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Esper et al paper
Date: Thu, 21 Mar 2002 16:39:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Tom Crowley 
<tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Malcolm 
Hughes <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>

H

Dear Ed,
I'm really sorry I couldn't be more supportive of the final version of the 
manuscript. I
fully expected to be able to be more positive in my assessment. I was frankly very
disappointed when I saw the final version--it is overwhelmingly different from the 
version
you shared with us originally. Sadly, it seems to have suffered, and not 



benefited, from
the review process--a very odd scenario. I fault the reviewers as much (in fact 
more) that
I fault you for this. There are some really basic problems that they didn't seem 
to catch.
I hope neither you nor your co-authors take this personally.
I'm trying to be as diplomatic as I can be in my discussions w/ reporters, etc. 
but I
really wish you hadn't sprung this on us w/ no warning of the dramatic changes 
that were
made. I'm forced to be somewhat critical, because the flaws in some of your 
conclusions
need to be pointed out, or they will be exploited by those w/ alterior motives. 
You
certainly must have foreseen this, as must have the reviewers. I'm very 
disappointed, very
disappointed indeed.
I'm sharing my comments w/ Keith, Phil, Tim, Tom, Ray, and Malcolm. I am resisting 
the
temptation to write a letter of response to Science, although my better judgement 
dictates
that I should...
Mike

M

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[1]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.[2]shtml
Attachment Converted: "c:eudoraattachtreerings-comments.doc"
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rkerr@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, bhanson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Briffa & Osborn piece
Date: Fri, 22 Mar 2002 12:39:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Keith and Tim,
Sadly, your piece on the Esper et al paper is more flawed than even the paper 
itself.
Ed, the AP release that appeared in the papers was even worse. Apparently you 
allowed
yourself to be quoted saying things that are inconsistent with what you told me 
you had
said.
You three all should have known better. Keith and Tim: Arguing you can scale the



relationship between full Northern Hemisphere and extratropical Northern 
Hemisphere is
*much* more problematic than even any of the seasonal issues you discuss, and this 
isn't
even touched on in your piece. The evidence of course continues to mount (e.g., 
Hendy et
al, Science, a couple weeks ago) that the tropical SST in the past centuries 
varied far
more less in past centuries. Hendy et al specifically point out that there is 
little
evidence of an LIA in the tropics in the data. The internal inconsistency here is
remarkably ironic. The tropics play a very important part in our reconstruction, 
with half
of the surface temperature estimate coming from latitudes below 30N. You know 
this, and in
my opinion you have knowingly misrepresented our work in your piece.
This will be all be straightened out in due course. In the meantime, there is a 
lot of
damage control that needs to be done and, in my opinion, you've done a disservice 
to the
honest discussions we had all had in the past, because you've misrepresented the 
evidence.
Many of us are very concerned with how Science dropped the ball as far as the 
review
process on this paper was concerned. This never should have been published in 
Science, for
the reason's I outlined before (and have attached for those of you who haven't 
seen them).
I have to wonder why the functioning of the review process broke down so overtly 
here,
Mike

M

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[1]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.[2]shtml
Attachment Converted: "c:eudoraattachtreerings-comments1.doc"
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From: "drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" 
<k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
"p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" 
<tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" <rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
"mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" 
<drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "rkerr@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" <rkerr@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
"bhanson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx" <bhanson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>



Subject: RE: Briffa & Osborn piece
Date: Fri, 22 Mar 2002 16:06:xxx xxxx xxxx
Reply-to: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

R

Hi Mike and others,

H

I just read the AP release. As always, there is a bit of journalistic
license that was applied to interpreting what I said. The opening
statement in the release is utterly the words of the reporter. Some of
the quotes are probably accurate, but of course do not include
qualifiers, etc. I also talked with this journo before talking with you and
would phrase things a bit more carefully now after hearing your
concerns. So, I am not deceiving you in what I told you over the phone. I
would not express things the same way as you in any case, because I
do think that we have some legitimate differences of opinion on some
issues, although I think we agree much more than we disagree. Be
that as it may, talking over the phone to journalists in a rapid-fire
manner is not the best way to convey ideas and information and I
would have re-phrased or re-expressed some of what was written if I
had seen it before it was released. This was not an option provided to
me.

m

I think that it is a bit harse to say that the paper should not have been
published. While I might wish to change some wording in the paper
and express things a bit differently knowing what I know now, I don't
think that the paper is fatally flawed, like you do. I should also point out
that I have received a number of emails from respected scientists in
global change research who do not appear to share your opinion. On
the other hand, I have also received a couple of emails from certified
nuts, which is what you are obviously most concerned about. I am not
happy with such people, but I have also been savaged by similar nuts
like John Daly in the past. So, I guess I can't win.

l

Finally, this whole global change debate totally sucks because it is so
politicized. It reminds me too much of the ugly acid rain/forest decline
debate that I was caught in the middle of years ago. I am quite happy
to leave global change to others in the future.

t

Ed

E

Original Message:
-----------------
From: Michael E. Mann mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Date: Fri, 22 Mar 2002 12:39:xxx xxxx xxxx
To: k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,
tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,
mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,
rkerr@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, bhanson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Briffa & Osborn piece

SS

Keith and Tim,

K

Sadly, your piece on the Esper et al paper is more flawed than even the
paper itself.
Ed, the AP release that appeared in the papers was even worse.
Apparently
you allowed yourself to be quoted saying things that are inconsistent



with
what you told me you had said.

w

You three all should have known better. Keith and Tim: Arguing you can
scale the relationship between full Northern Hemisphere and
extratropical
Northern Hemisphere is *much* more problematic than even any of the
seasonal issues you discuss, and this isn't even touched on in your
piece.
The evidence of course continues to mount (e.g., Hendy et al, Science,
a
couple weeks ago) that the tropical SST in the past centuries varied far
more less in past centuries. Hendy et al specifically point out that there
is little evidence of an LIA in the tropics in the data. The internal
inconsistency here is remarkably ironic. The tropics play a very
important
part in our reconstruction, with half of the surface temperature estimate
coming from latitudes below 30N. You know this, and in my opinion you
have
knowingly misrepresented our work in your piece.

k

This will be all be straightened out in due course. In the meantime,
there
is a lot of damage control that needs to be done and, in my opinion,
you've
done a disservice to the honest discussions we had all had in the past,
because you've misrepresented the evidence. Many of us are very
concerned
with how Science dropped the ball as far as the review process on this
paper was concerned. This never should have been published in
Science, for
the reason's I outlined before (and have attached for those of you who
haven't seen them). I have to wonder why the functioning of the review
process broke down so overtly here,

p

Mike

MM

_______________________________________________________
________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________
________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (434)
xxx xxxx xxxx
http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml

h

--------------------------------------------------------------------
mail2web - Check your email from the web at
http://mail2web.com/ .

hh
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From: "Raymond S. Bradley" <rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Op-Ed
Date: Sat, 23 Mar 2002 10:19:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

<x-flowed>
Ed:
I just waded through all the correspondence with Mike re the Science paper
and Keef's commentary. I wish to disassociate myself with Mike's comments,
or at least the tone of them. I do not consider myself the final arbiter
of what Science should publish, nor do I consider what you did to signify
the end of civilization as we know it. Life goes on--now we have another
working hypothesis to examine. Great...one of these days we'll really know
what happened....until then, I find all these efforts to be really
interesting. That's not to say I agree with everything you said or did,
but then I don't suppose you are too enamoured of what I've done in the
past either. C'est la vie.
Ray

R

Raymond S. Bradley
Distinguished Professor and Head of Department
Department of Geosciences
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, MA 01xxx xxxx xxxx

A

Tel: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
Climate System Research Center: xxx xxxx xxxx
Climate System Research Center Web Page:
<http://www.geo.umass.edu/climate/climate.html>
Paleoclimatology Book Web Site (1999):
http://www.geo.umass.edu/climate/paleo/html

hhh

</x-flowed>
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rkerr@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, bhanson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Re: Briffa & Osborn piece
Date: Fri Apr 5 17:17:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>

C

Dear Mike, (and interested colleagues)
Given the list of people to whom you have chosen to circulate your message(s), we 
thought
we should make a short, somewhat formal, response here. I am happy to reserve my 
informal
response until we are face to face! We did not respond earlier because we had more 
pressing
tasks to deal with. This is not the place to go into a long or over-detailed 
response to
all of your comments but a few brief remarks might help to clear up a couple of



misconceptions.
You consider our commentary on Ed and Jan's paper
"more flawed than even the paper itself"
on the basis that scaling the relationship between full Northern Hemisphere and
extratropical Northern Hemisphere is *much* more problematic than even any of the 
seasonal
issues we discuss. In fact we did not do this. The curve labelled Mann99 in our 
figure
was, in fact, based on the average of only the land areas, north of 20 degrees N, 
extracted
from your spatially-resolved reconstructions. We then scaled it by calibration 
against the
instrumental annual temperatures from the same region. This is, just as you stress 
in your
comments on the Esper et al. paper, what should have been done. We think that this 
single
point addresses virtually of all your concerns. We can, of course, argue about 
what this
means for the pre-1400 part of your reconstruction, when only 1 EOF was 
reconstructed, but
the essential message is that we did our best to exclude the tropics (and the 
oceans too!)
from your series so that it could more readily be compared with the other records.
The fact that we have used only the extra-tropical land from your data is not 
clear from
the text, so we can see why you may not have appreciated this, but we think you 
will
concede that this fact negates much of what you say and that we acted "more 
correctly" than
you realised. Blame *Science* for being so mean with their space allocation if you 
want!
Remember that this was an unrefereed piece and we felt justified in concentrating 
on one
issue; that of the importance of the method of scaling and its effect on apparent
"absolute" reconstruction levels. In our draft, we went on to say that this was 
crucial
for issues of simple model sensitivity studies and climate detection, citing the 
work of
Tom Crowley and Myles Allen, but this fell foul of the editor's knife.
You also express concerns about the calibration of Esper et al. (e.g., you say "if 
the
authors had instead used the actual (unsmoothed) instrumental record for the 
extratropical
northern hemisphere to scale their record, their reconstruction would be much 
closer to
MBH99").
This point is wholly consistent with our discussion in the perspective piece, and 
indeed we
show that in absolute terms the records are closer when Esper et al. is calibrated 
using
unsmoothed data but since the variance is also reduced, the significance of the
differences may be just as high.
Finally, we have to say that we do not feel constrained in what we say to the 
media or
write in the scientific or popular press, by what the sceptics will say or do with 
our
results. We can only strive to do our best and address the issues honestly. Some
"sceptics" have their own dishonest agenda - we have no doubt of that. If you 



believe that
I, or Tim, have any other objective but to be open and honest about the 
uncertainties in
the climate change debate, then I am disappointed in you also.
Best regards
Keith (and Tim)
At 12:39 PM 3/22/xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:

A

Keith and Tim,
Sadly, your piece on the Esper et al paper is more flawed than even the paper 
itself.
Ed, the AP release that appeared in the papers was even worse. Apparently you 
allowed
yourself to be quoted saying things that are inconsistent with what you told me 
you had
said.
You three all should have known better. Keith and Tim: Arguing you can scale the
relationship between full Northern Hemisphere and extratropical Northern 
Hemisphere is
*much* more problematic than even any of the seasonal issues you discuss, and this 
isn't
even touched on in your piece. The evidence of course continues to mount (e.g., 
Hendy et
al, Science, a couple weeks ago) that the tropical SST in the past centuries 
varied far
more less in past centuries. Hendy et al specifically point out that there is 
little
evidence of an LIA in the tropics in the data. The internal inconsistency here is
remarkably ironic. The tropics play a very important part in our reconstruction, 
with
half of the surface temperature estimate coming from latitudes below 30N. You know 
this,
and in my opinion you have knowingly misrepresented our work in your piece.
This will be all be straightened out in due course. In the meantime, there is a 
lot of
damage control that needs to be done and, in my opinion, you've done a disservice 
to the
honest discussions we had all had in the past, because you've misrepresented the
evidence. Many of us are very concerned with how Science dropped the ball as far 
as the
review process on this paper was concerned. This never should have been published 
in
Science, for the reason's I outlined before (and have attached for those of you 
who
haven't seen them). I have to wonder why the functioning of the review process 
broke
down so overtly here,
Mike
_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[1]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml

[
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Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[2]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa[3]/
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Edward Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Malcolm Hughes <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Your letter to Science
Date: Thu, 11 Apr 2002 11:36:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
jto@u.arizona.edu, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

j

Ed,
It will take some time to digest these comments, but my initial response is one of 
some
disappointment. I will resist the temptation to make the letter to Science 
available to the
others on this list, because of my fears of violating the embargo policy (I know 
examples
of where doing so has led to Science retracting a piece form publication). So 
thanks for
also resisting the temptation to do so...
But I must point out that the piece by Malcolm and me is very similar in its 
content to
the letter of clarification that you and I originally crafted to send to Science 
some weeks
ago, before your co-author objected to your involvement! If there is no objection 
on your
part, I'd be happy to send that to everyone, because it is not under consideration 
in
Science (a quite unfortunate development, as far as I'm concerned). The only real 
change
from that version is the discussion of the use of RCS. That is in large part 
Malcolm's
contribution, but I stand behind what Malcolm says. I think there are some real 
sins of
omission with regard to the use of RCS too, and it would be an oversight on our 
part now to
comment on these.
Finally, with regard to the scaling issues, let me simply attach a plot which 
speaks more
loudly than several pages possibly could The plot takes Epser et al (not smoothed, 
but the
annual values) and scales it against the full Northern Hemisphere instrumental 



record
1xxx xxxx xxxxannual mean record, and compares against the entire 20th century 
instrumental
record (1xxx xxxx xxxx), as well as with MBH99 and its uncertainties.
Suppose that Esper et al is indeed representative of the full Northern Hemisphere 
annual
mean, as MBH99 purports to be. To the extent that differences emerge between the 
two in
assuming such a scaling, I interpret them as differences which exist due to the 
fact that
the extratropical Northern Hemisphere series and full Northern Hemisphere series 
likely did
not co-vary in the past the same way they co-vary in the 20th century (when both 
are driven
predominantly, in a relative sense, by anthropogenic forcing, rather than natural 
forcing
and internal variability). What the plot shows is quite remarkable. Scaled in this 
way,
there is remarkably little difference between Esper et al and MBH99 in the first 
place (the
two reconstructions are largely within the error estimates of MBH99!)!, but 
moreover, where
they do differ, this could be explainable in terms of patterns of enhanced mid-
latitude
continental response that were discussed, for example, in Shindell et al (2001) in 
Science
last December. So I think this plot says a lot. Its say that there are some 
statistically
significant differences, but certainly no grounds to use Esper et al to contradict 
MBH99 or
IPCC '2001 as, sadly, I believe at least one of the published pieces tacitly 
appears to
want to do.
It is shame that such a plot, which I think is a far more meaningful comparison of 
the two
records, was not shown in either Esper et al or the Briffa & Osborn commentary. 
I've always
given the group of you adequate opportunity for commentary on anything we're about 
to
publish in Nature or Science. I am saddened that many of my colleagues (and, I 
have always
liked to think friends) didn't affort me the same opportunity before this all 
erupted in
our face. It could have been easily avoided. But that's water under the bridge.
Finally, before any more back-and-forths on this, I want to make sure that 
everyone
involved understands that none of this was in any way ever meant to be personal, 
at least
not on my part (and if it ever has, at least on my part, seemed that way, than I 
offer my
apologies--it was never intended that way). This is completely about the 
"science". To the
extent that I (and/or others) feel that the science has been mis-represented in 
places,
however, I personally will work very hard to make sure that a more balanced view 
is
available to the community. Especially because the implications are so great in 
this case.



This is what I sought to do w/ the NYT piece and my NPR interview, and that is 
what I've
sought to do (and Malcolm to, as far as I'm concerned) with the letter to Science. 
Being a
bit sloppy w/ wording, and omission, etc. is something we're all guilty of at 
times. But I
do consider it somewhat unforgivable when it is obvious how that sloppiness can be
exploited. And you all know exactly what I'm talking about!
So, in short, I think are some fundamental issues over which we're in 
disagreement, and
where those exist, I will not shy away from pointing them out. But I hope that is 
not
mis-interpreted as in any way personal.
I hope that suffices,
Mike
p.s. It seemed like an omission to not cc in Peck and Scott Rutherford on this 
exchange, so
I've done that. I hope nobody minds this addition...
At 10:57 AM 4/11/xxx xxxx xxxx, Edward Cook wrote:

A

Hi Mike and Malcolm,
I have received the letter that you sent to Science and will respond to it here 
first in
some detail and later in edited and condensed form in Science. Since much of what 
you
comment and criticize on has been disseminated to a number of people in your 
(Mike's)
somewhat inflammatory earlier emails, I am also sending this lengthy reply out to
everyone on that same email list, save those at Science. I hadn't responded in 
detail
before, but do so now because your criticisms will soon be in the public domain.
However, I am not attaching your letter to Science to this email since that is not 
yet
in the public domain. It is up to you to send out your submitted letter to 
everyone if
you wish.
I must say at the beginning that some parts of your letter to Science are as 
"flawed" as
your claims about Esper et al. (hereafter ECS). The Briffa/Osborn perspectives 
piece
points out an important scaling issue that indeed needs further examination. 
However, to
claim as you do that they show that the ECS 40-year low-pass temperature 
reconstruction
is "flawed" begs the question: "flawed" by how much? It is not at all clear that
scaling the annually resolved RCS chronology to annually resolved instrumental
temperatures first before smoothing is the correct way to do it. The ECS series 
was
never created to examine annual, or even decadal, time-scale temperature 
variability.
Rather, as was clearly indicated in the paper, it was created to show how one can
preserve multi-centennial climate variability in certain long tree-ring records, 
as a
refutation of Broecker's truly "flawed" essay. As ECS showed in their paper (Table 
1),
the high-frequency correlations with NH mean annual temperatures after 20-year 
high-pass
filtering is only 0.15. That result was expected and it makes no meaningful 



difference
if one uses only extra-tropical NH temperature data. So, while the amplitude of 
the
temperature-scaled 40-year low-pass ECS series might be on the high end (but still
plausible given the gridded borehole temperature record shown in Briffa/Osborn), 
scaling
on the annually resolved data first would probably have the opposite effect of
excessively reducing the amplitude. I am willing to accept an intermediate value, 
but
probably not low enough to satisfy you. Really, the more important result from ECS 
is
the enhanced pattern of multi-centennial variability in the NH extra-tropics over 
the
past 1100 years. We can argue about the amplitude later, but the enhanced
multi-centennial variability can not be easily dismissed. I should also point out,
again, that you saw Fig. 3 in ECS BEFORE it was even submitted to Science and 
never
pointed out the putative scaling "flaw" to me at that time.
With regards to the issue of the late 20th century warming, the fact that I did 
not
include some reference to or plot of the up-to-date instrumental temperature data 
(cf.
Briffa/Osborn) is what I regard as a "sin of omission". What I said was that the
estimated temperatures during the MWP in ECS "approached" those in the 20th 
century
portion of that record up to 1990. I don't consider the use of "approached" as an
egregious overstatement. But I do agree with you that I should have been a bit 
more
careful in my wording there. As you know, I have publicly stated that I never 
intended
to imply that the MWP was as warm as the late 20th century (e.g., my New York 
Times
interview). However, it is a bit of overkill to state twice in the closing 
sentences of
the first two paragraphs of your letter that the ECS results do not refute the
unprecedented late 20th century warming. I would suggest that once is enough.
ECS were also very clear about the extra-tropical nature of their data. So, what 
you
say in your letter about the reduced amplitude in your series coming from the 
tropics,
while perhaps worth pointing out again, is beating a dead horse. However, I must 
say
that the "sin of omission" in the Briffa/Osborn piece concerning the series shown 
in
their plot is a bit worrying. As they say in the data file of series used in their 
plot
(and in Keith's April 5 email response to you), Briffa/Osborn only used your land
temperature estimates north of 20 degrees and recalibrated the mean of those 
estimates
to the same domain of land-only instrumental temperatures using the same 
calibration
period for all of the other non-borehole series in the same way. I would have 
preferred
it if they had used your data north of 30N to make the comparisons a bit more
one-to-one. However, I still think that their results are interesting. In 
particular,
they reproduce much of the reduced multi-centennial temperature variability seen 
in your



complete NH reconstruction. So, if the amplitude of scaled ECS multi-centennial
variability is far too high (as you would apparently suggest), it appears that it 
is
also too low in your estimates for the NH extra-tropics north of 20N. I think that 
we
have to stop being so aggressive in defending our series and try to understand the
strengths and weaknesses of each in order to improve them. That is the way that 
science
is supposed to work.
I must admit to being really irritated over the criticism of the ECS tree-ring 
data
standardized using the RCS method. First of all, ECS acknowledged up front the
declining available data prior to 1200 and its possible effect on interpreting an 
MWP in
the mean record. ECS also showed bootstrap confidence intervals for the mean of 
the RCS
chronologies and showed where the chronologies drop out. Even allowing for the 
reduction
in the number of represented sites before 1400 (ECS Fig. 2d), and the reduction in
overall sample size (ECS Fig. 2b), there is still some evidence for significantly 
above
average growth during two intervals that can be plausibly assigned to the MWP. Of 
course
we would like to have had all 14 series cover the past 1xxx xxxx xxxxyears. This 
doesn't
mean that we can't usefully examine the data in the more weakly replicated 
intervals.
In any case, the replication in the MWP of the ECS chronology is at least as good 
as in
other published tree-ring estimates of large-scale temperatures (e.g., NH
extra-tropical) covering the past 1000+ years. It also includes more long tree-
ring
records from the NH temperate latitudes than ever before. So to state that "this 
is a
perilous basis for an estimate of temperature on such a large geographic scale" is
disingenuous, especially when it is unclear how many millennia-long series are
contributing the majority of the temperature information in the 
Mann/Bradley/Hughes
(MBH) reconstruction prior to AD 1400. Let's be balanced here.
I basically agree with the closing paragraph of your letter. The ECS record was 
NEVER
intended to refute MBH. It was intended, first and foremost, to refute Broecker's 
essay
in Science that unfairly attacked tree rings. To this extent, ECS succeeded very 
well.
The comparison of ECS with MBH was a logical thing to do given that it has been 
accepted
by the IPCC as the benchmark reconstruction of NH annual temperature variability 
and
change over the past millennium. Several other papers have made similar 
comparisons
between MBH and other even more geographically restricted estimates of past
temperature. So, I don't apologize in the slightest for doing so in ECS. The
correlations in Table 2 between ECS and MBH were primarily intended to demonstrate 
the
probable large-scale, low-frequency temperature signal in ECS independent of 
explicitly
calibrating the individual RCS chronologies before aggregating them. The results 



should
actually have pleased you because, for the xxx xxxx xxxxyear band, ECS and MBH 
have
correlations of 0.60 to 0.68, depending on the period used. Given that ECS is 
based on
a great deal of new data not used in MBH, this result validates to a reasonable 
degree
the temperature signal in MBH in the xxx xxxx xxxxyear band over the past 1000 
years.
Given the incendiary and sometimes quite rude emails that came out at the time 
when ECS
and Briffa/Osborn were published, I could also go into the whole complaint about 
how the
review process at Science was "flawed". I will only say that this is a very 
dangerous
game to get into and complaints of this kind can easily cut both ways. I will 
submit an
appropriately edited and condensed version of this reply to Science.
Regards,
Ed
--

-

=================================
Dr. Edward R. Cook
Doherty Senior Scholar
Tree-Ring Laboratory
Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
Palisades, New York 10964 USA
Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
=================================
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Professor Michael E. Mann
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From: Tom Crowley <tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: peace
Date: Fri, 12 Apr 2002 10:54:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Malcolm Hughes 
<mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 



rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, jto@u.arizona.edu, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

r

<x-flowed>

<

Dear friends,

D

I am concerned about the the stressed tone of some of the words being
circulated lately. Such difficulties not only hamper collegiality
(which I value greatly) but also the actual progress in our field.

(

I think you are all fine fellows and very good scientists and that it
is time to smoke the peace pipe on all this and put a temporary
moratorium on more email messages until tempers cool down a bit.
After this maybe we can discuss things somewhere where each party
comes to the meeting beforehand with a commitment to even-handed
discussion and give and take.

d

I hope I have not offended anyone in this message -- it is of course
a personal opinion. Maybe it is an illusion or prejudice on my part,
but somehow I am not convinced that the "truth" is always worth
reaching if it is at the cost of damaged personal relationships....

r

Best wishes, Tom

BB

-- 
Thomas J. Crowley
Nicholas Professor of Earth Systems Science
Dept. of Earth and Ocean Sciences
Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences
Box 90227
103 Old Chem Building
Duke University
Durham, NC 27708

D

tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
xxx xxxx xxxx
xxx xxxx xxxxfax
</x-flowed>
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Your letter to Science
Date: Fri, 12 Apr 2002 12:32:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: Malcolm Hughes <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Malcolm Hughes 
<mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
jto@u.arizona.edu, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

j

Whoaah...Please don't put words in my mouth Keith, especially such inflamatory 
word!
I was not attributing the entirety of "spin" here (which is of a pretty massive 
scale) to
you! And I said I think such "spin", where it has occurred, is EITHER sloppy OR
disingenuous. You chose to assume I was talking about you in specific, and that I 



was
attributing the latter rather than the former. My actual words don't bear this 
out. In the
case of the Briffa & Osborn piece, I actually tend to believe that sloppiness was 
the main
problem. In other cases of "spin" (e.g., the skeptics web pages of Daly and his 
ilk) it is
most clearly disingenousnous...I don't equate you with Daly and those folks by any 
stretch
of the imagination. Hopefully, you know that I respect you quite a bit as a 
scientist! But
in this case, I think you were sloppy. And the sloppiness had a real cost...
And as to whether or not your statements about IPCC are fair (I didn't use the 
word
"disservice"!), I'll leave that to each to decide. But personally, I think they 
were
unfair, because they opened up IPCC to criticism that is not merited by what is 
actually
said or shown in the iPCC report. Other IPCC authors who have contacted me feel 
the same
way, and perhaps there may be an official response on the part of IPCC authors. I 
don't
know.
But I agree that any further discussion ought to take place in the peer-reviewed
literature,
Mike
At 05:09 PM 4/12/02 +0100, Keith Briffa wrote:

A

I agree with the sentiments expressed by Tom . However, in his latest message Mike
clearly says that our perspectives piece did the IPCC a disservice. He then 
accuses us
of spinning the ECS paper to say that MBH is an underestimate of what it purports 
to be
and that we have been sloppy and disingenuous. Frankly this is too much to take . 
I am
not going to let this ruin my weekend so I wait until I have calmed down and find 
time
next week to write a response. In the meantime I just wanted to note that I 
disagree
with these comments. Perhaps the best place to continue this discussion is in the 
peer
review literature.
Keith
At 11:11 AM 4/12/xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:

A

Ed and others,
I thought I too should chime in here one last time...
I'll leave it to you, Malcolm, Keith and others to debate out the issue of any
additional uncertainties, biases, etc. that might arise from RCS in the presence 
of
limited samples. That is beyond my range of expertise. But since this is a new and
relatively untested approach, and it is on the basis of this approach that other
estimates are being argued to be "underestimates", we would indeed have been 
remiss now
to point this out in our letter.
The wording "perilous" perhaps should be changed, by I very much stand by the 
overall
sentiment expressed by Malcolm in our piece with regard to RCS.



One very important additional point that Malcolm makes in his message is that
conservative estimates of uncertainties, appropriate additional caveats, etc. were
indeed all provided in MBH99, and I have always been careful to interpret our 
results in
the context of these uncertainties and caveats. IPCC '2001 was careful to do so 
to, and
based its conclusions within the context of the uncertainties (hence the choice of 
the
conservative term "likely" in describing the apparently unprecedented nature of 
late
20th century warmth) and, moreover, on the collective results of many independent
reconstructions. Briffa & Osborn would have you believe that IPCC '2001's 
conclusions in
this regard rested on MBH99 alone. Frankly, Keith and Tim, I believe that is 
unfair to
the IPCC, whether or not one cares about being fair to MBH or not.
What is unfortunate here then is that Esper et al has been "spun" i to argue that 
MBH99
underestimates the quantity it purports to estimate, full Northern Hemisphere 
annual
mean temperature. Given the readily acknowledged level of uncertainty in both 
estimates,
combined with the "apples and oranges" nature of the comparison between the two 
(which
I have sought to clarify in my letter to Science, and in my messages to you all, 
and the
comparison plot I provided), I believe it is either sloppy or disingenuous 
reasoning
to argue that this is the case. The fact that this sloppiness also readily serves 
the
interests of the skeptics is quite unfortunate, but it is indeed beside the point!
It would probably also be helpful for me to point out, without naming names, that 
many
of our most prominent colleagues in the climate research community, as well 
government
funding agency representatives, have personally contacted me over the past few 
weeks to
express their dismay at the way they believe this study was spun. I won't get into 
the
blame game, because there's more than enough of that to go around. But when the 
leaders
of our scientific research community and our funding managers personally alert us 
that
they believe the credibility of our field has been damaged, I think it is time for 
some
serious reflection on this episode.
that's my final 2 cents,
Mike

M

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Your letter to Science
Date: Fri, 12 Apr 2002 17:35:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: Malcolm Hughes <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Malcolm Hughes 
<mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, jto@u.arizona.edu, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

r

Dear Ed, Tom, Keith, etc.
In keeping w/ the spirit of Tom's and Keith's emails, I wanted to stress, before 
we all
break for the weekend, that this is ultimately about the science, its not 
personal. If my
comments seemed to assail e.g. Keith's motives or integrity, etc. I believe that 
they were
misunderstood (as I tried to clarify that in my previous message), but I can see 
that
there was a potential for misunderstanding of my message (precision in wording is 
very
important) given the high levels of sensitivity in this debate. So I wanted to 
leave no
uncertainty about that. And of course, I very much apologize to Keith (and Tim) if 
they
took them my comments that way. They, again, were most decidedly not intended that 
way.
I hope we can resolve the scientific issues objectively, and w/out injecting or 
any
personal feelings into any of this. There are some substantial scientific 
differences here,
lets let them play out the way they are supposed to, objectively, and in the peer 
reviewed
literature.
Enjoy the weekend all.
cheers,
Mike
At 01:35 PM 4/12/xxx xxxx xxxx, Ed Cook wrote:

A

Hi Mike, Tom, etc,
Okay, I am quite happy to give this debate a rest, although I am sure that the 
issues
brought up will still be grounds for scientific debate. I admit to getting a bit 
riled
when I saw the ECS results on the MWP described as "perilous" because I regard 
that as
being an unfair characterization of the work presented. Be that as it may, my 
reply to
Science will be very carefully worded so as not to inflame the issues. Nuff said. 
Have a
good weekend. I certainly intend to do so.



Ed

E

Ed and others,
I thought I too should chime in here one last time...
I'll leave it to you, Malcolm, Keith and others to debate out the issue of any
additional uncertainties, biases, etc. that might arise from RCS in the presence 
of
limited samples. That is beyond my range of expertise. But since this is a new and
relatively untested approach, and it is on the basis of this approach that other
estimates are being argued to be "underestimates", we would indeed have been 
remiss now
to point this out in our letter.
The wording "perilous" perhaps should be changed, by I very much stand by the 
overall
sentiment expressed by Malcolm in our piece with regard to RCS.
One very important additional point that Malcolm makes in his message is that
conservative estimates of uncertainties, appropriate additional caveats, etc. were
indeed all provided in MBH99, and I have always been careful to interpret our 
results in
the context of these uncertainties and caveats. IPCC '2001 was careful to do so 
to, and
based its conclusions within the context of the uncertainties (hence the choice of 
the
conservative term "likely" in describing the apparently unprecedented nature of 
late
20th century warmth) and, moreover, on the collective results of many independent
reconstructions. Briffa & Osborn would have you believe that IPCC '2001's 
conclusions in
this regard rested on MBH99 alone. Frankly, Keith and Tim, I believe that is 
unfair to
the IPCC, whether or not one cares about being fair to MBH or not.
What is unfortunate here then is that Esper et al has been "spun" i to argue that 
MBH99
underestimates the quantity it purports to estimate, full Northern Hemisphere 
annual
mean temperature. Given the readily acknowledged level of uncertainty in both 
estimates,
combined with the "apples and oranges" nature of the comparison between the two 
(which
I have sought to clarify in my letter to Science, and in my messages to you all, 
and the
comparison plot I provided), I believe it is either sloppy or disingenuous 
reasoning
to argue that this is the case. The fact that this sloppiness also readily serves 
the
interests of the skeptics is quite unfortunate, but it is indeed beside the point!
It would probably also be helpful for me to point out, without naming names, that 
many
of our most prominent colleagues in the climate research community, as well 
government
funding agency representatives, have personally contacted me over the past few 
weeks to
express their dismay at the way they believe this study was spun. I won't get into 
the
blame game, because there's more than enough of that to go around. But when the 
leaders
of our scientific research community and our funding managers personally alert us 
that



they believe the credibility of our field has been damaged, I think it is time for 
some
serious reflection on this episode.
that's my final 2 cents,
Mike
At 10:21 AM 4/12/xxx xxxx xxxx, Ed Cook wrote:

A

Just a few comments here and then I'm done.

J

Dear Ed and Mike and others,
All of our attempts, so far, to estimate hemisphere-scale
temperatures for the period around 1000 years ago are
based on far fewer data than any of us would like. None
of the datasets used so far has anything like the
geographical distribution that experience with recent
centuries indicates we need, and no-one has yet found a
convincing way of validating the lower-frequency
components of them against independent data. As Ed
wrote, in the tree-ring records that form the backbone of
most of the published estimates, the problem of poor
replication near the beginnings of records is particularly
acute, and ubiquitous. I would suggest that this problem
probably cuts in closer to 1600 than 1400 in the several
published series. Therefore, I accept that everything we
are doing is preliminary, and should be treated with
considerable caution.

c

Therefore, I would guess that you would apply the word "perilous" to everyones'
large-scale NH reconstructions covering the past xxx xxxx xxxxyears including 
those that you
have been involved in. Why the sudden increase in caution now? It sounds very
self-serving to me for you to call ECS "perilous" and not describe every other
large-scale reconstruction in that way as well.

l

I differ from Ed, and his co-authors,
in believing that these problems have a special
significance for the particular implementation of RCS
they used, in the light of one of their conclusions that
depends heavily on that implementation.
As I understand what Ed, Keith and Hal Fritts have
written at various times about RCS, and from my own
limited experience with the method, it is extremely
important to have strong replication, and I don't see 50-70
samples probably from xxx xxxx xxxxtrees as a big sample. For
reference, most chronologies used in dendroclimatology
are based on xxx xxxx xxxxtrees, that is xxx xxxx xxxxsamples at 2 cores
per tree for a single "site", usually a few hectares.
Here are two passages from Briffa et al., 1992:
page 114, column 1, last paragraph, "For a chronology
composed of the same number of samples, one would
therefore expect a larger statistical uncertainty using this
approach than in a chronology produced using
standardization curves fitted to the data from individual
trees...............The RCS method therefore requires greater
chronology depth (i.e. greater sample replication) to
provide the same level of confidence in its representation
of the hypothetical "true" chronology." ECS mention this
issue.



i

As I said in my previous email, we hid nothing in terms of the uncertainty 
concerning
the pre-1200 interval. Are you suggesting that we should not have even shown those
results? If so, that is ridiculous.

r

page 114, column 1, third paragraph, there is a discussion
of the problems arising from applying RCS when pith age
is not known, "In the ring-width data, the final
standardization curve probably slightly underestimates
the width of young trees and could therefore impart a
small positive bias to the standardized ring-width indices
for young rings in a number of series. However, this
effect will be insignificant when the biased indices are
realigned according to calendar growth years and
averaged with many other series." The problem here is
that this latter condition is not met (in my view), and the
"small positive bias" that may be retained could turn out
to be important to the most controversial conclusion of
ECS (the Medieval question).

E

I can't speak for Jan here, but most of the data he used came from Schweingruber's 
lab.
I believe that pains were taken to estimate the pith offset and that Jan used this
information in his RCS analyses. Jan would be best to comment here. In any case, 
Jan has
done a number of experiments in which he has artificially added large pith offset 
errors
into the RCS analysis and the resulting bias is small. So, I do not believe that 
your
"view" is correct.

"

I also suspect that Keith
and colleagues underestimated both the size and
variability of the loss of years at the beginning of records,
but the point stands even if this is not so. So far as I can
see, ECS do not mention this issue, at least in the context
of a possible positive bias.

o

Are you claiming that the only possible bias is positive? I can show you examples 
of a
probable negative bias using RCS.

p

The discussion of RCS in the
supplementary materials seems to assume good
replication.

r

It was a generic description of the method. The replication is clearly shown in 
the
supplementary materials section as well as in the main paper. If you don't like 
the
replication, that is your opinion. I would love to have more replication as well. 
Who
wouldn't. But we did show the uncertainties, which you seem to ignore in your 
criticism.
Ironically, the ECS estimates of warmth in the MWP are not that dissimilar to 
those seen
in MBH, as ECS Fig. 3 shows. Are the MBH estimates of MWP warmth also similarly 



biased?

b

ECS, as Ed rightly points out, clearly indicate, in both
words and diagrams at several points in their paper and in
the supplementary materials, that the number of sites and
number of samples they used decreases sharply before
1200. Even so, ECS gives prominence (second sentence
of the abstract, for example) to the reconstruction in that
very period, and makes a comparison with the magnitude
of 20th-century warming. All the methods, and their
realizations so far, have significant problems. In our letter
(Mike and I) we draw attention to a specific problem with
this implementation of RCS that has a special bearing on
the reconstruction of a period to which ECS have drawn
attention. Hence the strong note of caution about the ECS
conclusion on the comparison between the 10th/11th and
late 20th centuries.
I hope it's clear from this that I don't disagree with the
general proposition that all existing reconstructions of
hemipsphere-scale temperatures 1000 years ago (or even
for all the first half of the second millennium AD) should
be viewed as very preliminary. If anyone is interested I
attach a short note on the replication in the year AD 1000
of records used in MBH99 to give an idea of what we are
up against.

u

There is obviously a lot more we can debate about here. I will simply stop here by
saying that I stand by the results shown in ECS and will say so in my reply to 
your
letter, pointing out that the use of the word "perilous" could be just as easily 
be
applied to MBH.

a

We all have a lot to do. I see four important tasks - 1)
more investigation of the strengths and limitations of
methods like RCS and age-banding - for example, how
many samples would have been enough in this case, does
the RC change through time? and so on; 2) use of tree-
ring records where the loss of low-frequency information
is least - those with long segments from open stands; 3)
the search for tree-ring parameters without age/size
related trend; 4) the development of completely
independent proxies with intrinsically better low-
frequency fidelity.
Cheers, Malcolm
The Briffa et al reference is to the 1992 paper, Climate
Dynamics, 7:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Hi Ed,
OK--thanks for your response. I'll let Malcolm respond to the
technical issues regarding RC. I'm not really qualified to do so
myself anyway. Your other points are well taken...
Cheers,
Mike
At 12:09 PM 4/11/xxx xxxx xxxx, Edward Cook wrote:
Hi Mike,
Thanks for the reply. I too do not want to see anything
personal in our disagreements. It would be a shame if it got to



that and it shouldn't. I don't think that the science we are
talking about is sufficiently known yet to claim the "truth",
which is why we are having some of our disagreements. I mainly
wanted to clarify some issues relating to some criticisms of the
ECS results that I thought were not totally fair. My biggest
complaint is with Malcolm's contribution to your letter because it
really isn't fair to use such words as "perilous". ECS did not
hide anything and the uncertainties are clearly indicated in EGS

h

> Figs. 2 and 3. So, you can make your own judgement. However,

>

Malcolm's opinion does not invalidate the ECS record. If Malcolm's
statement is correct, than ALL previous estimates of NH
temperature over the past 1000 years are "perilous", especially
before AD 1400 when the number of series available declines
significantly in most records.
Ed
Ed,
It will take some time to digest these comments, but my
initial response is one of some disappointment. I will
resist the temptation to make the letter to Science
available to the others on this list, because of my fears of
violating the embargo policy (I know examples of where doing so
has led to Science retracting a piece form publication). So thanks
for also resisting the temptation to do so...
But I must point out that the piece by Malcolm and me
is very similar in its content to the letter of clarification that
you and I originally crafted to send to Science some weeks ago,
before your co-author objected to your involvement! If there is no
objection on your part, I'd be happy to send that to everyone,
because it is not under consideration in Science (a quite
unfortunate development, as far as I'm concerned). The only real
change from that version is the discussion of the use of RCS. That
is in large part Malcolm's contribution, but I stand behind what

i

> Malcolm says. I think there are some real sins of omission with

>

regard to the use of RCS too, and it would be an oversight on our
part now to comment on these.
Finally, with regard to the scaling issues, let me simply
attach a plot which speaks more loudly than several
pages possibly could The plot takes Epser et al (not
smoothed, but the annual values) and scales it against the
full Northern Hemisphere instrumental record 1xxx xxxx xxxx
annual mean record, and compares against the entire 20th
century instrumental record (1xxx xxxx xxxx), as well as with
MBH99 and its uncertainties.
Suppose that Esper et al is indeed representative of the
fullNorthern Hemisphere annual mean, as MBH99
purports to be. To the extent that differences emerge
between the two in assuming such a scaling, I interpret
them as differences which exist due to the fact that the
extratropical Northern Hemisphere series and full
Northern Hemisphere series likely did not co-vary in the
past the same way they co-vary in the 20th century (when
both are driven predominantly, in a relative sense, by
anthropogenic forcing, rather than natural forcing and
internal variability). What the plot shows is quite



remarkable. Scaled in this way, there is remarkably little
difference between Esper et al and MBH99 in the first
place (the two reconstructions are largely within the error
estimates of MBH99!)!, but moreover, where they do
differ, this could be explainable in terms of patterns of
enhanced mid-latitude continental response that were
discussed, for example, in Shindell et al (2001) in
Science last December. So I think this plot says a lot. Its
say that there are some statistically significant
differences, but certainly no grounds to use Esper et al to
contradict MBH99 or IPCC '2001 as, sadly, I believe at
least one of the published pieces tacitly appears to want
to do.
It is shame that such a plot, which I think is a far more
meaningful comparison of the two records, was not
shown in either Esper et al or the Briffa & Osborn
commentary. I've always given the group of you adequate
opportunity for commentary on anything we're about to
publish in Nature or Science. I am saddened that many of
my colleagues (and, I have always liked to think friends)
didn't affort me the same opportunity before this all
erupted in our face. It could have been easily avoided.
But that's water under the bridge.

B

>

>

Finally, before any more back-and-forths on this, I want
to make sure that everyone involved understands that
none of this was in any way ever meant to be personal, at
least not on my part (and if it ever has, at least on my
part, seemed that way, than I offer my apologies--it was
never intended that way). This is completely about the
"science". To the extent that I (and/or others) feel that the
science has been mis-represented in places, however, I personally
will work very hard to make sure that a more balanced view is
available to the community. Especially because the implications
are so great in this case. This is what I sought to do w/ the NYT
piece and my NPR interview, and that is what I've sought to do
(and Malcolm to, as far as I'm concerned) with the letter to
Science. Being a bit sloppy w/ wording, and omission, etc. is
something we're all guilty of at times. But I do consider it
somewhat unforgivable when it is obvious how that sloppiness can
be exploited. And you all know exactly what I'm talking about!
So, in short, I think are some fundamental issues over
which we're in disagreement, and where those exist, I will
not shy away from pointing them out. But I hope that is
not mis-interpreted as in any way personal.
I hope that suffices,

I

>

>

Mike
p.s. It seemed like an omission to not cc in Peck and
Scott Rutherford on this exchange, so I've done that. I
hope nobody minds this addition...
At 10:57 AM 4/11/xxx xxxx xxxx, Edward Cook wrote:
Hi Mike and Malcolm,
I have received the letter that you sent to Science



and will respond to it here first in some detail and
later in edited and condensed form in Science.
Since much of what you comment and criticize on
has been disseminated to a number of people in
your (Mike's) somewhat inflammatory earlier
emails, I am also sending this lengthy reply out to
everyone on that same email list, save those at
Science. I hadn't responded in detail before, but
do so now because your criticisms will soon be in
the public domain. However, I am not attaching
your letter to Science to this email since that is
not yet in the public domain. It is up to you to
send out your submitted letter to everyone if you
wish.
I must say at the beginning that some parts of
your letter to Science are as "flawed" as your
claims about Esper et al. (hereafter ECS). The
Briffa/Osborn perspectives piece points out an
important scaling issue that indeed needs further
examination. However, to claim as you do that
they show that the ECS 40-year low-pass
temperature reconstruction is "flawed" begs the
question: "flawed" by how much? It is not at all
clear that scaling the annually resolved RCS
chronology to annually resolved instrumental
temperatures first before smoothing is the correct
way to do it. The ECS series was never created to
examine annual, or even decadal, time-scale
temperature variability. Rather, as was clearly
indicated in the paper, it was created to show how
one can preserve multi-centennial climate
variability in certain long tree-ring records, as a
refutation of Broecker's truly "flawed" essay. As
ECS showed in their paper (Table 1), the high-
frequency correlations with NH mean annual
temperatures after 20-year high-pass filtering is
only 0.15. That result was expected and it makes
no meaningful difference if one uses only extra-
tropical NH temperature data. So, while the
amplitude of the temperature-scaled 40-year low-
pass ECS series might be on the high end (but
still plausible given the gridded borehole
temperature record shown in Briffa/Osborn),
scaling on the annually resolved data first would
probably have the opposite effect of excessively

p

> reducing the amplitude. I am willing to accept an

>

intermediate value, but probably not low enough
to satisfy you. Really, the more important result
from ECS is the enhanced pattern of multi-
centennial variability in the NH extra-tropics over
the past 1100 years. We can argue about the
amplitude later, but the enhanced multi-centennial
variability can not be easily dismissed. I should
also point out, again, that you saw Fig. 3 in ECS
BEFORE it was even submitted to Science and
never pointed out the putative scaling "flaw" to



me at that time.
With regards to the issue of the late 20th century
warming, the fact that I did not include some
reference to or plot of the up-to-date instrumental
temperature data (cf. Briffa/Osborn) is what I
regard as a "sin of omission". What I said was
that the estimated temperatures during the MWP
in ECS "approached" those in the 20th century
portion of that record up to 1990. I don't consider
the use of "approached" as an egregious
overstatement. But I do agree with you that I
should have been a bit more careful in my
wording there. As you know, I have publicly
stated that I never intended to imply that the
MWP was as warm as the late 20th century (e.g.,

M

> my New York Times interview). However, it is a

>

bit of overkill to state twice in the closing
sentences of the first two paragraphs of your
letter that the ECS results do not refute the
unprecedented late 20th century warming. I
would suggest that once is enough.
ECS were also very clear about the extra-tropical
nature of their data. So, what you say in your
letter about the reduced amplitude in your series
coming from the tropics, while perhaps worth
pointing out again, is beating a dead horse.
However, I must say that the "sin of omission" in
the Briffa/Osborn piece concerning the series
shown in their plot is a bit worrying. As they say
in the data file of series used in their plot (and in
Keith's April 5 email response to you),
Briffa/Osborn only used your land temperature
estimates north of 20 degrees and recalibrated the
mean of those estimates to the same domain of
land-only instrumental temperatures using the
same calibration period for all of the other non-
borehole series in the same way. I would have
preferred it if they had used your data north of
30N to make the comparisons a bit more one-to-
one. However, I still think that their results are
interesting. In particular, they reproduce much of
the reduced multi-centennial temperature
variability seen in your complete NH
reconstruction. So, if the amplitude of scaled
ECS multi-centennial variability is far too high
(as you would apparently suggest), it appears that
it is also too low in your estimates for the NH
extra-tropics north of 20N. I think that we have
to stop being so aggressive in defending our
series and try to understand the strengths and
weaknesses of each in order to improve them.
That is the way that science is supposed to work.
I must admit to being really irritated over the
criticism of the ECS tree-ring data standardized
using the RCS method. First of all, ECS
acknowledged up front the declining available



data prior to 1200 and its possible effect on
interpreting an MWP in the mean record. ECS
also showed bootstrap confidence intervals for
the mean of the RCS chronologies and showed
where the chronologies drop out. Even allowing
for the reduction in the number of represented
sites before 1400 (ECS Fig. 2d), and the
reduction in overall sample size (ECS Fig. 2b),
there is still some evidence for significantly
above average growth during two intervals that
can be plausibly assigned to the MWP. Of course

c

> we would like to have had all 14 series cover the

>

past 1xxx xxxx xxxxyears. This doesn't mean that we
can't usefully examine the data in the more
weakly replicated intervals. In any case, the
replication in the MWP of the ECS chronology is
at least as good as in other published tree-ring
estimates of large-scale temperatures (e.g., NH
extra-tropical) covering the past 1000+ years. It
also includes more long tree-ring records from the
NH temperate latitudes than ever before. So to
state that "this is a perilous basis for an estimate
of temperature on such a large geographic scale"
is disingenuous, especially when it is unclear how
many millennia-long series are contributing the
majority of the temperature information in the
Mann/Bradley/Hughes (MBH) reconstruction
prior to AD 1400. Let's be balanced here.
I basically agree with the closing paragraph of
your letter. The ECS record was NEVER
intended to refute MBH. It was intended, first
and foremost, to refute Broecker's essay in
Science that unfairly attacked tree rings. To this
extent, ECS succeeded very well. The
comparison of ECS with MBH was a logical
thing to do given that it has been accepted by the

t

> IPCC as the benchmark reconstruction of NH

>

annual temperature variability and change over
the past millennium. Several other papers have
made similar comparisons between MBH and
other even more geographically restricted
estimates of past temperature. So, I don't
apologize in the slightest for doing so in ECS.
The correlations in Table 2 between ECS and
MBH were primarily intended to demonstrate the
probable large-scale, low-frequency temperature
signal in ECS independent of explicitly
calibrating the individual RCS chronologies
before aggregating them. The results should
actually have pleased you because, for the xxx xxxx xxxx
year band, ECS and MBH have correlations of
0.60 to 0.68, depending on the period used.
Given that ECS is based on a great deal of new
data not used in MBH, this result validates to a



reasonable degree the temperature signal in MBH
in the xxx xxxx xxxxyear band over the past 1000 years.
Given the incendiary and sometimes quite rude
emails that came out at the time when ECS and
Briffa/Osborn were published, I could also go
into the whole complaint about how the review
process at Science was "flawed". I will only say
that this is a very dangerous game to get into and
complaints of this kind can easily cut both ways.
I will submit an appropriately edited and
condensed version of this reply to Science.
Regards,
Ed
--
=================================
Dr. Edward R. Cook
Doherty Senior Scholar
Tree-Ring Laboratory
Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
Palisades, New York 10964 USA
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Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Your letter to Science



Date: Mon, 15 Apr 2002 12:44:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: Malcolm Hughes <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, jto@u.arizona.edu, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

m

HI Tim,
Thanks for your message. Yes, you guys have us beat on the early monday end of 
things!
Your points are all taken. I think we all agree there is much work left to be 
done, more
than enough for all of us to continue to be involved in constructive 
collaboration, etc.
Scott and I, for example, are almost done writing up the work based on your visit 
w/ us
last year, and will send the initial draft on to you, Keith, and the others 
involved in the
near future. It will be a good chance to try to address a lot of these questions 
in an
article of adequate length to discuss the nuances that unfortunately cannot be 
addressed in
a shorter piece.
I also appreciate your more detailed comments about the comparisons, etc. Your 
points are
all reasonable ones. We can maintain an honest difference about how well those 
points were
conveyed in the Science piece (for example, you can imagine how the statement in 
your piece
"This record has a smaller amplitude of century-to-century variability, and is 
consistently
at or near the upper limit of alternate records produced by other researchers" 
might indeed
have been interpreted as setting MBH99 apart as, in your words, an "outlier").
We have good reason to believe that our reconstruction *will* in fact nderestimate
extratropical temperature means but far less so full globe/hemisphere-means prior 
to the
18th century because the basis functions that primarily set the extratropics apart 
from the
full hemispheric patterns (e.g., NAO type patterns and other anomaly patterns 
largely
carried by EOFs #2 and #3) start to drop out from our basis set prior to the 18th 
century,
while the pattern that best resolves the full global and/or hemispheric mean (with 
note
from MBH98, particularly large loadings primarily in the tropics and subtropics) 
still
remains. That is why we have never published an *extratropical* temperature 
reconstruction
prior to the 18th century. I would be happy to discuss this point with you and 
Keith and
others in more detail. Thus, I have compared Esper et al w/ our records in the 
manner
described in my previous email, which I think allows us to diagnose the extent to 
which
differing high-latitude and full-hemispheric patterns may, at times, explain the 
somewhat
modest differences between the records when similarly scaled to the full 
hemispheric



1xxx xxxx xxxxmean, and always, within the context of the diagnosed uncertainties. 
There is no
guarentee, as you say, that the uncertainties are correct, but I personally 
believe they'll
stand up over time. You can call me on this 10 years from now, and somebody will 
owe
somebody a beer...
In any case, I hope and fully expect we can all continue to all be engaged in 
constructive
interaction & hopefully continued collaboration. It will require some sensitivity 
on all
our part to the larger issues surrounding our work, and the way it gets presented 
to the
broader community, but I don't think that should be all that difficult.
I look forward to these more constructive interactions. I'll do my best to foster 
them,
Mike
At 01:57 PM 4/15/02 +0100, Tim Osborn wrote:

A

Dear all,
well, the time zone may let you have the last word before the weekend, but we can 
get
the first word in on a Monday morning!
At 22:35 12/04/02, Michael E. Mann wrote:

A

In keeping w/ the spirit of Tom's and Keith's emails, I wanted to stress, before 
we all
break for the weekend, that this is ultimately about the science, its not 
personal. If
my comments seemed to assail e.g. Keith's motives or integrity, etc. I believe 
that they
were misunderstood (as I tried to clarify that in my previous message), but I can 
see
that there was a potential for misunderstanding of my message (precision in 
wording is
very important) given the high levels of sensitivity in this debate. So I wanted 
to
leave no uncertainty about that. And of course, I very much apologize to Keith 
(and Tim)
if they took them my comments that way. They, again, were most decidedly not 
intended
that way.

t

Thanks for clarifying that, Mike. I think that both Keith and I interpreted your
earlier e-mail as being more critical of us than you actually meant it to be.
Most issues surrounding the recent Esper et al. and Briffa & Osborn pieces seem to 
have
been covered adequately already. There are just a couple of issues on which I'd 
like to
add a few comments, hopefully clarifying the situation rather than opening up more
avenues for debate.
The first relates to the purpose and style of the Briffa & Osborn piece. 
Perspectives
are brief, non-technical and not peer-reviewed. Our instructions were: "The 
Perspective
should provide an overview of recent research in the field and explain to the 
general
reader why the work is particularly exciting." Is it any surprise then that we 



should
focus on the new insights provided by the Esper et al. work, and that it suggests 
a
different climate history than earlier work? And that the constraints of the
perspectives format (in terms of length, audience and style) prevented us from 
listing
ALL the caveats and uncertainties related to this and earlier reconstructions and 
that
might be of relevance to their intercomparison? I don't think it is surprising, 
nor do
I think we should be criticised for it.
Moreover, despite the constraints of the perspectives format, I think we were very
careful with our wording to avoid misleading the reader. The reference to the 
IPCC, for
example, was not at all sloppy - the opposite, in fact, since it was very 
carefully
worded: the IPCC Synthesis Report is referred to, rather than the full TAR, and it 
is
quite true that there is a focus on the reconstruction of Mann et al. in the 
former. As
Mike says, IPCC conclusions were based on other work too. But I'd guess that many 
of
the readers of our perspective won't have read the full IPCC report, so we thought 
it
valid to focus on the difference between the new work and that shown in the 
Synthesis
Report (which more will have seen). To do this is certainly not unfair to the 
IPCC. It
would only have been unfair if we had implied that the IPCC had ignored this new 
work -
but of course we weren't doing that, because how could one expect the TAR to 
consider
work that is published a year after the TAR itself? We were similarly careful with 
our
wording in our brief mention of the MWP, by saying it is "more pronounced" in 
Esper et
al. - this doesn't mean it is warmer than the others (and thus has no implications 
for
the IPCC conclusion of recent unusual warmth), rather it is pronounced because it 
is
followed by stronger cooling.
The second issue is our re-calibration of the reconstructions. While it hasn't 
been
explicitly stated, I get the impression that this is considered by some to be a 
poor
thing to do. The particular re-calibration we do has a number of effects, 
including
making the Mann et al. reconstruction appear more consistently at the top of the 
range
of alternatives. But please let me assure you (Mike, Ray and Malcolm) that the 
reason
for re-calibrating the records is definitely *not* to make your record appear as 
an
outlier, and I hope you believe me. Indeed, in Jones, Osborn & Briffa (2001: 
Science
292, xxx xxxx xxxx) we showed various NH records *without* applying our re-
calibration.
We produced our first comparison of records for an earlier Science perspectives 



piece in
1999 (Briffa & Osborn, 1999) and thought it would be useful to do a re-calibration 
to
remove some of the reasons for inter-reconstruction differences (which can be due 
to:
different proxy data, different statistical methods, different calibration target 
and
different calibration period). The latter two reasons were removed by re-
calibrating
against a common target series and over a common period. We updated this in Briffa 
et
al. (2001) and acknowledged that the target series (in terms of its spatial and 
seasonal
definition) may not be optimal in all cases. Indeed, it may be especially sub-
optimal
for Mann et al., because their reconstruction approach combines the proxy records 
to
optimally reconstruct full NH, annual mean T (whereas we have selected land north 
of
20N, warm-season T as our target for the recalibration). Despite this, we felt
justified in doing the recalibration because the Mann et al. series still 
outperformed
the others in terms of its correlation with the instrumental record over the 
calibration
period! In our latest piece, we have updated the intercomparison in two ways (as 
well
as including new series): (i) we took the spatially-resolved gridded 
reconstructions of
Mann et al. and extracted only land boxes north of 20N; and (ii) we used annual, 
not
warm-season, temperature as the target. The first of these (as explained by Keith 
and I
in an earlier e-mail, which is repeated below because it didn't get sent to all of 
you
firs time round) deals with all the points raised by Mike about tropical versus
extratropical differences. I would again argue that we were not sloppy, because 
these
changes to our intercomparison were carefully thought out.
So that explains what we have done and why. There is some sensitivity, clearly, to
calibration choices, which implies to me that the true uncertainty ranges are 
probably
larger than those estimated solely from the statistical properties of calibration
residuals (as used by Briffa et al., and [I think] by Mann et al.). There is 
clearly
more progress to be made!
Best regards to you all
Tim
------------------------------------------

-

Date: Fri, 05 Apr 2002 17:17:55 +0100
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,
tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,
drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,rkerr@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,bhanson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Briffa & Osborn piece
Cc: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Dear Mike, (and interested colleagues)
Given the list of people to whom you have chosen to circulate your message(s), we



thought we should make a short, somewhat formal, response here. I am happy to 
reserve
my informal response until we are face to face! We did not respond earlier because 
we
had more pressing tasks to deal with. This is not the place to go into a long or
over-detailed response to all of your comments but a few brief remarks might help 
to
clear up a couple of misconceptions.
You consider our commentary on Ed and Jan's paper
"more flawed than even the paper itself"
on the basis that scaling the relationship between full Northern Hemisphere and
extratropical Northern Hemisphere is *much* more problematic than even any of the
seasonal issues we discuss. In fact we did not do this. The curve labelled Mann99 
in
our figure was, in fact, based on the average of only the land areas, north of 20
degrees N, extracted from your spatially-resolved reconstructions. We then scaled 
it by
calibration against the instrumental annual temperatures from the same region. 
This is,
just as you stress in your comments on the Esper et al. paper, what should have 
been
done. We think that this single point addresses virtually of all your concerns. We
can, of course, argue about what this means for the pre-1400 part of your
reconstruction, when only 1 EOF was reconstructed, but the essential message is 
that we
did our best to exclude the tropics (and the oceans too!) from your series so that 
it
could more readily be compared with the other records.
The fact that we have used only the extra-tropical land from your data is not 
clear from
the text, so we can see why you may not have appreciated this, but we think you 
will
concede that this fact negates much of what you say and that we acted "more 
correctly"
than you realised. Blame *Science* for being so mean with their space allocation 
if you
want! Remember that this was an unrefereed piece and we felt justified in 
concentrating
on one issue; that of the importance of the method of scaling and its effect on 
apparent
"absolute" reconstruction levels. In our draft, we went on to say that this was 
crucial
for issues of simple model sensitivity studies and climate detection, citing the 
work of
Tom Crowley and Myles Allen, but this fell foul of the editor's knife.
You also express concerns about the calibration of Esper et al. (e.g., you say "if 
the
authors had instead used the actual (unsmoothed) instrumental record for the
extratropical northern hemisphere to scale their record, their reconstruction 
would be
much closer to MBH99").
This point is wholly consistent with our discussion in the perspective piece, and 
indeed
we show that in absolute terms the records are closer when Esper et al. is 
calibrated
using unsmoothed data but since the variance is also reduced, the significance of 
the
differences may be just as high.



Finally, we have to say that we do not feel constrained in what we say to the 
media or
write in the scientific or popular press, by what the sceptics will say or do with 
our
results. We can only strive to do our best and address the issues honestly. Some
"sceptics" have their own dishonest agenda - we have no doubt of that. If you 
believe
that I, or Tim, have any other objective but to be open and honest about the
uncertainties in the climate change debate, then I am disappointed in you also.
Best regards
Keith (and Tim)

K

------------------------------------------
Dr Timothy J Osborn | phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Senior Research Associate | fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
Climatic Research Unit | e-mail: t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
School of Environmental Sciences | web-site:
University of East Anglia __________| [1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/
Norwich NR4 7TJ | sunclock:
UK | [2]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/sunclock.htm

U

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[3]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.[4]shtml
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From: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Your letter to Science
Date: Mon Apr 15 13:57:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: Malcolm Hughes <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, esper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, jto@u.arizona.edu, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

r

Dear all,
well, the time zone may let you have the last word before the weekend, but we can 
get the
first word in on a Monday morning!
At 22:35 12/04/02, Michael E. Mann wrote:

A

In keeping w/ the spirit of Tom's and Keith's emails, I wanted to stress, before 
we all
break for the weekend, that this is ultimately about the science, its not 
personal. If



my comments seemed to assail e.g. Keith's motives or integrity, etc. I believe 
that they
were misunderstood (as I tried to clarify that in my previous message), but I can 
see
that there was a potential for misunderstanding of my message (precision in 
wording is
very important) given the high levels of sensitivity in this debate. So I wanted 
to
leave no uncertainty about that. And of course, I very much apologize to Keith 
(and Tim)
if they took them my comments that way. They, again, were most decidedly not 
intended
that way.

t

Thanks for clarifying that, Mike. I think that both Keith and I interpreted your 
earlier
e-mail as being more critical of us than you actually meant it to be.
Most issues surrounding the recent Esper et al. and Briffa & Osborn pieces seem to 
have
been covered adequately already. There are just a couple of issues on which I'd 
like to
add a few comments, hopefully clarifying the situation rather than opening up more 
avenues
for debate.
The first relates to the purpose and style of the Briffa & Osborn piece. 
Perspectives are
brief, non-technical and not peer-reviewed. Our instructions were: "The 
Perspective should
provide an overview of recent research in the field and explain to the general 
reader why
the work is particularly exciting." Is it any surprise then that we should focus 
on the
new insights provided by the Esper et al. work, and that it suggests a different 
climate
history than earlier work? And that the constraints of the perspectives format (in 
terms
of length, audience and style) prevented us from listing ALL the caveats and 
uncertainties
related to this and earlier reconstructions and that might be of relevance to 
their
intercomparison? I don't think it is surprising, nor do I think we should be 
criticised
for it.
Moreover, despite the constraints of the perspectives format, I think we were very 
careful
with our wording to avoid misleading the reader. The reference to the IPCC, for 
example,
was not at all sloppy - the opposite, in fact, since it was very carefully worded: 
the IPCC
Synthesis Report is referred to, rather than the full TAR, and it is quite true 
that there
is a focus on the reconstruction of Mann et al. in the former. As Mike says, IPCC
conclusions were based on other work too. But I'd guess that many of the readers 
of our
perspective won't have read the full IPCC report, so we thought it valid to focus 
on the
difference between the new work and that shown in the Synthesis Report (which more 
will



have seen). To do this is certainly not unfair to the IPCC. It would only have 
been
unfair if we had implied that the IPCC had ignored this new work - but of course 
we weren't
doing that, because how could one expect the TAR to consider work that is 
published a year
after the TAR itself? We were similarly careful with our wording in our brief 
mention of
the MWP, by saying it is "more pronounced" in Esper et al. - this doesn't mean it 
is warmer
than the others (and thus has no implications for the IPCC conclusion of recent 
unusual
warmth), rather it is pronounced because it is followed by stronger cooling.
The second issue is our re-calibration of the reconstructions. While it hasn't 
been
explicitly stated, I get the impression that this is considered by some to be a 
poor thing
to do. The particular re-calibration we do has a number of effects, including 
making the
Mann et al. reconstruction appear more consistently at the top of the range of
alternatives. But please let me assure you (Mike, Ray and Malcolm) that the reason 
for
re-calibrating the records is definitely *not* to make your record appear as an 
outlier,
and I hope you believe me. Indeed, in Jones, Osborn & Briffa (2001: Science 292, 
xxx xxxx xxxx)
we showed various NH records *without* applying our re-calibration.
We produced our first comparison of records for an earlier Science perspectives 
piece in
1999 (Briffa & Osborn, 1999) and thought it would be useful to do a re-calibration 
to
remove some of the reasons for inter-reconstruction differences (which can be due 
to:
different proxy data, different statistical methods, different calibration target 
and
different calibration period). The latter two reasons were removed by re-
calibrating
against a common target series and over a common period. We updated this in Briffa 
et al.
(2001) and acknowledged that the target series (in terms of its spatial and 
seasonal
definition) may not be optimal in all cases. Indeed, it may be especially sub-
optimal for
Mann et al., because their reconstruction approach combines the proxy records to 
optimally
reconstruct full NH, annual mean T (whereas we have selected land north of 20N, 
warm-season
T as our target for the recalibration). Despite this, we felt justified in doing 
the
recalibration because the Mann et al. series still outperformed the others in 
terms of its
correlation with the instrumental record over the calibration period! In our 
latest piece,
we have updated the intercomparison in two ways (as well as including new series): 
(i) we
took the spatially-resolved gridded reconstructions of Mann et al. and extracted 
only land
boxes north of 20N; and (ii) we used annual, not warm-season, temperature as the 



target.
The first of these (as explained by Keith and I in an earlier e-mail, which is 
repeated
below because it didn't get sent to all of you firs time round) deals with all the 
points
raised by Mike about tropical versus extratropical differences. I would again 
argue that
we were not sloppy, because these changes to our intercomparison were carefully 
thought
out.
So that explains what we have done and why. There is some sensitivity, clearly, to
calibration choices, which implies to me that the true uncertainty ranges are 
probably
larger than those estimated solely from the statistical properties of calibration 
residuals
(as used by Briffa et al., and [I think] by Mann et al.). There is clearly more 
progress
to be made!
Best regards to you all
Tim
------------------------------------------

-

Date: Fri, 05 Apr 2002 17:17:55 +0100
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,
tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,
drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,rkerr@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,bhanson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Briffa & Osborn piece
Cc: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Dear Mike, (and interested colleagues)
Given the list of people to whom you have chosen to circulate your message(s), we
thought we should make a short, somewhat formal, response here. I am happy to 
reserve
my informal response until we are face to face! We did not respond earlier because 
we
had more pressing tasks to deal with. This is not the place to go into a long or
over-detailed response to all of your comments but a few brief remarks might help 
to
clear up a couple of misconceptions.
You consider our commentary on Ed and Jan's paper
"more flawed than even the paper itself"
on the basis that scaling the relationship between full Northern Hemisphere and
extratropical Northern Hemisphere is *much* more problematic than even any of the
seasonal issues we discuss. In fact we did not do this. The curve labelled Mann99 
in
our figure was, in fact, based on the average of only the land areas, north of 20
degrees N, extracted from your spatially-resolved reconstructions. We then scaled 
it by
calibration against the instrumental annual temperatures from the same region. 
This is,
just as you stress in your comments on the Esper et al. paper, what should have 
been
done. We think that this single point addresses virtually of all your concerns. We
can, of course, argue about what this means for the pre-1400 part of your
reconstruction, when only 1 EOF was reconstructed, but the essential message is 
that we
did our best to exclude the tropics (and the oceans too!) from your series so that 
it



could more readily be compared with the other records.
The fact that we have used only the extra-tropical land from your data is not 
clear from
the text, so we can see why you may not have appreciated this, but we think you 
will
concede that this fact negates much of what you say and that we acted "more 
correctly"
than you realised. Blame *Science* for being so mean with their space allocation 
if you
want! Remember that this was an unrefereed piece and we felt justified in 
concentrating
on one issue; that of the importance of the method of scaling and its effect on 
apparent
"absolute" reconstruction levels. In our draft, we went on to say that this was 
crucial
for issues of simple model sensitivity studies and climate detection, citing the 
work of
Tom Crowley and Myles Allen, but this fell foul of the editor's knife.
You also express concerns about the calibration of Esper et al. (e.g., you say "if 
the
authors had instead used the actual (unsmoothed) instrumental record for the
extratropical northern hemisphere to scale their record, their reconstruction 
would be
much closer to MBH99").
This point is wholly consistent with our discussion in the perspective piece, and 
indeed
we show that in absolute terms the records are closer when Esper et al. is 
calibrated
using unsmoothed data but since the variance is also reduced, the significance of 
the
differences may be just as high.
Finally, we have to say that we do not feel constrained in what we say to the 
media or
write in the scientific or popular press, by what the sceptics will say or do with 
our
results. We can only strive to do our best and address the issues honestly. Some
"sceptics" have their own dishonest agenda - we have no doubt of that. If you 
believe
that I, or Tim, have any other objective but to be open and honest about the
uncertainties in the climate change debate, then I am disappointed in you also.
Best regards
Keith (and Tim)

K

------------------------------------------

-
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From: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: [Fwd: SSI Alert: IPCC Chair Vote]
Date: Mon Apr 22 18:14:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: s.raper

C

Phil,
I can't quite see what all the fuss is about Watson - why should he be re-
nominated
anyway? Why should not an Indian scientist chair IPCC? One could argue the CC 



issue is
more important for the South than for the North. Watson has perhaps thrown his 
weight
about too much in the past. The science is well covered by Susan Solomon in WGI, 
so why
not get an engineer/economist since many of the issues now raised by CC are more 
to do with
energy and money, than natural science.
If the issue is that Exxon have lobbied and pressured Bush, then OK, this is 
regrettable
but to be honest is anyone really surprised? All these decisions about IPCC chairs 
and
co-chairs are deeply political (witness DEFRA's support of Martin Parry for 
getting the
WGII nomination).
Mike
At 07:17 20/04/02 +0100, you wrote:

A

There is more on the BBC Sci/Tech web site.
Phil

P

Date: Fri, 19 Apr 2002 18:24:xxx xxxx xxxx
From: Tom Wigley <wigley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
X-Mailer: Mozilla 4.76 [en] (Windows NT 5.0; U)
X-Accept-Language: en
To: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Sarah Raper <s.raper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,
Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: [Fwd: SSI Alert: IPCC Chair Vote]
You may not have seen this latest piece of politicalization by the
Bushies.
Tom.
*************************
-------- Original Message --------
Subject: SSI Alert: IPCC Chair Vote
Date: Fri, 19 Apr 2002 18:00:xxx xxxx xxxx
From: "SSI Mailbox" <ssi@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
******************* EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ********************
ISSUE: Today - April 19, 2002, the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC) plenary voted for Dr. Rajendra
Pachauri as the sole chair of the IPCC. Dr. Pachauri, an
economist and engineer, will replace Dr. Robert Watson, an
atmospheric chemist, as chair of the IPCC. This outcome was
actively sought by the Bush Administration at the behest of
the most conservative elements of the fossil fuel industry.
This development threatens to undermine the scientific
credibility and integrity of the IPCC and may weaken the job
this extraordinary body has done to bring the world's
attention to one of the most pressing environmental
problems.
ACTION: Monitor your local paper and respond to news stories
with a letter-to-the-editor.
MAIN MESSAGE: Given the Bush Administration's consistent
opposition to climate change mitigation, it is especially
imperative at this time that the scientific community and
Dr. Pachauri work together to ensure that the IPCC remains a
strong and credible scientific process.
DEADLINE: As soon as possible after the story runs in your
paper -- preferably the same day but no later than a day or



two after.
******************************************
*** THE ISSUE ***
According to a report by Associated Press today (appended
below), Dr. Rajendra Pachauri was elected as Chair of the
IPCC at a plenary meeting in Geneva. As you would be aware
from our earlier SSI alerts of the past several weeks, this
follows on from intense lobbying of the US government by the
fossil fuel industry to remove Dr. Robert Watson as Chair.
Although reports from Geneva are still sketchy, our sources
on the ground tell us that there was intense behind-the-
scenes lobbying by Saudi Arabia, with assistance from Don
Pearlman -- a well known oil and gas lobbyist with strong
connections to industry-backed organizations opposed to
climate change mitigation. Through their maneuvering, the
co-chair compromise approach -- comprised of former chair
Dr. Robert Watson and Dr. Pachauri -- was not considered.
As a result of this election, there is considerable concern
in the climate science and environmental communities --
reinforced by the intensive lobbying from fossil fuel
interests on this decision -- that the Bush Administration's
lack of support for former IPCC Chair Dr. Robert Watson
signals a more general lack of support for the IPCC as a
credible international scientific assessment process that
provides governments with sound information on climate
science, impacts, and solutions.
By supporting Dr. Pachauri for primarily political purposes,
the Bush Administration has seriously threatened the
scientific credibility of the IPCC process. The conservative
fossil fuel interests should be exposed for their role in
influencing the US government's stance on this issue, and
the IPCC process must remain a scientifically credible and
non-politicized process.
The next IPCC Climate Change Assessment is due out in five
years, and it is the chair's role to oversee this complex
process. The scientific community's voice is important in
this issue to ensure that the IPCC process remains strong
under the leadership of Dr. Pachauri and that the Bush
Administration does not erode the effectiveness of this
important international body.
*** THE ACTION ***
-- Monitor your local paper and respond to news stories with
a letter-to-the-editor.
Information on how and to whom to submit a LTE is usually
found right on the Letters Page in your paper. Many papers
now accept letters via email. If you can't find the
information you need, simply call the paper and ask how to
go about submitting a letter in response to a recently
published article.
To increase the chances that your letter will be published,
do the following:
- keep it under 200 words and stay focused on one or two
main points you'd like to make;
- focus on a local angle, if possible, that adds something
new to the story that appeared in your paper;
- be sure to include your name, address, and daytime phone
number; the paper will contact you before printing your
letter; and



- submit the letter on the same day the story appears, if
possible.
[For additional help with writing an effective letter to the
editor, you may turn to the reference guide on the SSI
member page at <[1]http://www.ucsusa.org/ssimembers/index.html >.]
-- MAIN MESSAGE: Given the Bush Administration's consistent
opposition to climate change mitigation, it is especially
imperative at this time that the scientific community and
Dr. Pachauri work together to ensure that the IPCC remains a
strong and credible scientific process.
-- TIMING: Your letter to the editor should reach your paper
within a few days of the publication of the story to
increase the chances of it being published.
-- SPECIAL NOTE: If your paper did not carry the story at
all yet, send an LTE describing the story and emphasizing
that this issue is of great interest to the paper's
subscribers.
*** SUPPORTING MESSAGES ***
-- [Be sure to include a description of your scientific
expertise, your involvement with the IPCC process, or the
importance of the climate issue to your community.]
-- For the past 10 years, the IPCC's science has been the
foundation for sound policymaking on the climate issue. The
IPCC's unique intergovernmental approach to scientific
consensus has worked amazingly well but is now threatened.
-- It is disturbing that the Bush Administration sought and
received advice from the fossil fuel industry on the
leadership of an important scientific body such as the IPCC.
A politicized IPCC threatens the integrity and credibility
of the scientific process.
-- There are fears that it will now be easier for the US to
distance itself from the IPCC process. You may point out
that the US already rejected the Kyoto protocol last year.
-- It is vital that the scientific process for the next
Assessment Report (due out in another five years) not be
compromised so that the IPCC continues to produce sound
science on climate change.
-- The credibility of the IPCC's Third Assessment Report
(TAR) findings were strongly affirmed by the US National
Academy of Sciences (NAS), which published its supportive
report in response to President Bush's request for an
independent assessment on the state of climate science.
*** SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION ***
-- Dr Rajendra K. Pachauri is an Indian engineer and
economist. Pachauri, formerly one of the five vice chairs of
the IPCC, is highly regarded but will be the first non-
atmospheric chemist as chair of the IPCC.
-- For more information on the ExxonMobil memo urging the
Bush Administration to remove Dr. Watson from his position
as IPCC Chair, please see
< [2]http://www.nrdc.org/media/docs/020403.pdf >.
-- For information on the Saudi/Pearlman connection, see the
summary by Jeremy Leggett, author of "The Carbon War", at
< [3]http://www.carbonwar.com/ccchrono.html >.
-- IPCC - Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change: The
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was
established in 1988 under the auspices of the United Nations
Environment Programme and the World Meteorological



Organization for the purpose of assessing "the scientific,
technical and socioeconomic information relevant for the
understanding of the risk of human-induced climate change."
To date, the IPCC has issued three comprehensive
assessments. The first assessment report (FAR) was released
in 1990, the second assessment report (SAR) was released in
1996, and the third assessment report (TAR) was released in
2001. These assessments are based on "published and peer
reviewed scientific technical literature"
For more information see < [4]http://www.ipcc.ch >
******************
NOTE: Please send us an email message that tells us what
action you took. If you actually send a letter, please send
us a "blind copy." (A blind copy simply means that you do
not indicate anywhere on your letter that you are sending a
copy to us.) Send to: ssi@xxxxxxxxx.xxx or UCS, 2 Brattle
Square, Cambridge, MA 02xxx xxxx xxxx(attn. Jason Mathers).
CHANGE OF EMAIL ADDRESS: Help us keep you posted! If your
email address will soon change, or if you'd like us to use a
different address, please let us know by sending a message
to ssi@xxxxxxxxx.xxx with your new address. Thanks!
***********
Associated Press
Fri Apr 19, 1:18 PM ET
U.S. scientist voted off international climate panel
By JONATHAN FOWLER, Associated Press Writer
GENEVA - A U.S. scientist was voted off an international
climate panel Friday following what campaigners claimed was
pressure from the oil industry and Washington.
Atmospheric scientist Robert Watson was seeking re-election
as head of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.
World Meteorological Organization (news - web sites)
spokeswoman Mo Lagarde said Watson was defeated by Indian
challenger Rajendra Pachauri. Some 76 countries supported
Pachauri, while 49 voted for Watson in the secret ballot,
she said.
Seven nations voted for Jose Goldemberg, a Brazilian (news -
web sites) who entered the race this week.
The WMO and the U.N. Environment Program jointly host the
IPCC's offices and organized the Geneva meeting.
Environmental groups have accused the administration of
President George W. Bush (news - web sites) of caving in to
a request from Exxon Mobil that it try to remove Watson, a
leading expert on global warming (news - web sites), because
he had consistently warned governments of the dangers of
climate change.
"The fossil fuel industry and the U.S. government will be
celebrating their success in kicking out Bob Watson, an
experienced scientist who understood that urgent action is
needed to tackle global climate change," said Kate Hampton,
international climate co-ordinator for British-based Friends
of the Earth (news - web sites). "The Bush administration
and its friends would rather shoot the messenger than listen
to the message," Hampton said in a statement.
The Swiss-based Worldwide Fund for Nature said it was
worried by the "apparent politicization" of the IPCC.
"WWF is concerned that oil and gas interests had too much to
say in the removal of Dr. Watson as chairman of what should



be an impartial, scientific body," said Jennifer Morgan,
Director of WWF's Climate Program.
But, Morgan said, the "IPCC is a vibrant group of scientists
and WWF looks forward to working closely with Dr. Pachauri
to protect the integrity of the IPCC and ensure that it
continues to produce sound science on climate change."
The U.S. State Department said earlier this month that it
would support Pachauri, who was the Indian government's
nominee, to become the next chair.
Two weeks ago, the Natural Resources Defense Council, a
Washington, D.C.-based environmental group, said the White
House's Council on Environmental Quality received a memo
from Exxon Mobil in February 2001 that asked, "Can Watson be
replaced now at the request of the U.S.?"
The memo, which the group said it obtained through the
Freedom of Information Act, also recommended that the
administration "restructure the U.S. attendance at upcoming
IPCC meetings to assure none of the Clinton/Gore proponents
are involved in any decisional activities."
U.S. officials were unavailable for comment.
Watson has been an outspoken proponent of the idea that
fossil fuel emissions contribute to rising global
temperatures. He has led the panel since 1996 and is also
the chief scientist of the World Bank (news - web sites).
Pachauri is an engineer and an economist and is the director
of the Tata Energy Research Institute in New Delhi, India.

o

Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: s.torok
Subject: In Tyndall
Date: Sat May 18 17:25:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Simon,
A version of this for In Tyndall please - you should add the relevant EPSRC web 
site if you
can track it down.
Mike
_________________________________
EPSRC invests in adventurous ideas



EPSRC is to establish an adventurous research fund. A total of
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From: Ed Cook <drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Esper et al. and Mike Mann
Date: Mon, 17 Jun 2002 13:20:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

<x-flowed>
Hi Keith,

H

Of course, I agree with you. We both know the probable flaws in
Mike's recon, particularly as it relates to the tropical stuff. Your
response is also why I chose not to read the published version of his
letter. It would be too aggravating. The only way to deal with this
whole issue is to show in a detailed study that his estimates are
clearly deficient in multi-centennial power, something that you
actually did in your Perspectives piece, even if it was not clearly
stated because of editorial cuts. It is puzzling to me that a guy as
bright as Mike would be so unwilling to evaluate his own work a bit
more objectively.

m

Ed

E

>I have just read this lettter - and I think it is crap. I am sick to
>death of Mann stating his reconstruction represents the tropical
>area just because it contains a few (poorly temperature
>representative ) tropical series. He is just as capable of
>regressing these data again any other "target" series , such as the
>increasing trend of self-opinionated verbage he has produced over
>the last few years , and ... (better say no more)
>Keith
>

>

-- 
==================================
Dr. Edward R. Cook
Doherty Senior Scholar
Tree-Ring Laboratory
Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory
Palisades, New York 10964 USA
Email: drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
==================================
</x-flowed>

<
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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Re: AGU abstract
Date: Tue, 13 Aug 2002 10:16:42 +0100



D

Mike,
Checked with Keith and Tim. The abstract is like one we would write - leaves all
options
open as to what will be presented. At least AGU and EGS don't charge to get 
abstracts
printed. AMS have so many missing now with their charges that the book of 
abstracts is
ridiculous. Fine for all three of us to be there and we look forward to seeing 
some
results
in the autumn. This will be when the real action begins.
The CCDD meeting in early Nov. might be at a good time to discuss some results.
Add an 'of' between choice and actual on the third line.
Cheers
Phil
At 19:56 12/08/xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:

A

Dear all,
The following is an abstract for a talk I've been invited to give at the winter 
AGU
meeting in a session on "Climate of the Past 2000 Years". I would like to 
summarize the
collaborative work that was begun by Scott, Tim and myself a couple summers ago 
during
Tim's visit here. Scott is working on finalizing the results of our analyses now, 
and a
draft should be available for review shortly that compares reconstructions based 
on our
covariance-based reconstruction method, using (i) multiproxy, (ii) MXD, and (ii)
combined multiproxy+MXD datasets for different (cold, warm, annual) target 
seasonal
windows. I'd like to invite everyone listed below to be authors on both this 
abstract,
and the paper that we're in the process of drafting, describing the results. I've 
kept
the abstract intentionally vague, so that we can work out an interpretation of the
results that we're all comfortable with in the months ahead, prior to the talk, 
and
submission of the paper.
I look forward to confirmation of your interest in being a co-author, and any 
feedback
you have. I'd like to submit this by the end of the week, which will be my last
opportunity to do so prior to the AGU abstract deadline, owing to my travel 
schedule.
thanks in advance for getting back to me ASAP.
best regards,
Mike
_____________________________________________________________________________
Progress in Proxy-Based Reconstruction of Surface Temperature Variations in Past
Centuries
Michael E. Mann
Raymond Bradley
Keith Briffa
Malcolm Hughes
Philip Jones
Timothy Osborn
Scott Rutherford



Results are presented from a set experiments designed to control for the various 
factors
that may influence reconstructions of large-scale temperature patterns in past
centuries, including (a) the choice actual proxy data used, (b) the reconstruction
methodology, (c) the spatial domain of the reconstruction and (d) the seasonal 
window
targeted. These experiments compare results based both on the global multiproxy 
data set
used by Mann and coworkers and the extratropical Northern Hemisphere maximum 
latewood
tree-ring density set used by Briffa and coworkers. Estimates of hemispheric mean
temperature trends are formed both through averaging of large-scale patterns
reconstructed from full proxy data network, and through simple compositing of 
regional
temperature reconstructions. Northern hemisphere mean estimates are compared for 
the
full Northern hemisphere (tropics and extratropics, land and ocean), and 
extratropical
continents only, and using various (cold-season half year, warm-season half year, 
and
annual mean) seasonal targets for the reconstructions. Implications of these 
experiments
for the robustness of proxy-based reconstructions of past large-scale temperature 
trends
are discussed.
_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[1]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml

[

Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

-

References
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1. http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
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From: Rashit Hantemirov <rashit@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Yamal paper for The Holocene special issue
Date: Wed, 21 Aug 2002 17:56:18 +0500
Reply-to: Rashit Hantemirov <rashit@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>

R

Dear Keith,
thank you very much for editing our paper.



It's a pity you strike your name off the list of authors, you
make an important contribution to writing paper. Your corrections
and additions surely improve paper.

a

I would only notice the next sentence (page 8):

I

'The low interannual variability and the minimum occurrence of
cold extremes during the 20th century, argue that the most recent
decades of this long summer record represent the most favourable
climate conditions for tree growth within the last four
millennia.'

m

I'm not sure that this statement follows unambiguous from results
presented in this paper. Because mean temperatures during last
decades, according presented reconstruction, are not exceptional.
Besides, e.g. period about 1700 BC, according this
reconstruction, represent probably the same conditions taking
into account low variability, low occurrence of extremes and high
mean temperature.
May be to soften this statement and replace 'the most favourable'
with something like 'highly favourably' or 'probably the most
favourable'?

f

Thank you once more for invaluable assistance.

T

Best regards,
Rashit M. Hantemirov

R

(I'm sorry for the late answer, I just come back from the trip to
the north.)

tt

Lab. of Dendrochronology
Institute of Plant and Animal Ecology
8 Marta St., 202
Ekaterinburg, 620144, Russia
e-mail: rashit@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Fax: +7 (34xxx xxxx xxxx; phone: +7 (34xxx xxxx xxxx
http://ipae.uran.ru/8personalies/dendro.html#3

hhh
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From: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Iain Brown (UKCIP)" <iain.brown@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: temporal interpolation for UKCIP scenarios
Date: Wed Sep 11 12:39:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: geoff.jenkins@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,x.lu,j.turnpenny

C

Iain (and Geoff),
Definitive explanations are always dangerous! The reasoning behind this is as 
follows:
- the report only analysed and pictured seasonal and annual data (DJF,MAM, etc.) 
[in fact,
nearly all published maps of climate model outputs show changes in seasonal - 3-
month -



averages]. This applying a uniform filter over 90 or 360 days.
- the requested datasets are at monthly time-steps. The default option for this is 
in
effect applying a uniform 30-day filter. [one might also conceive of weekly or 
daily
time-step files - e.g. changes in Week 13 for the 2050s for precip. for Medium-
High or
changes for Julian day number 256 for the 2080s for Tmin for Low].
- these are all arbitrary choices of course, dictated by convention. But the 
important
point it seems to me is again a signal to noise issue - the shorter the time-
averaging
period, the weaker the S/N ratio [i.e., we have more confidence that averaged over 
a year,
Tmin in the UK will increase by, say, 2.7degC for certain scenario, than that for 
the same
scenarios Tmin on 13 June will increase - on average - by 2.6degC and on 14 June 
only by
2.3degC - is this difference between 2.6 on 13 June and 2.3 on 14 June really 
meaningful?
No - it is most likely due to noise - natural variability].
- this reasoning suggests that as the time-averaging period decreases, one should 
pay less
attention to small differences between adjacent time-averaged periods, e.g. if 
June precip.
goes down by 10%, is the fact that July precip. goes down by 20% and August by 5% 
really
meaningful?
-
At 10:13 11/09/02 +0100, Iain Brown (UKCIP) wrote:

A

Mike,
For the UKCIP Scenarios datasets - both 98 and 02 - temporal interpolation
was applied to the raw model data in the form of a xxx xxxx xxxxfilter. This had
the effect of smoothing out monthly values so that there are not as abrupt
transitions between adjacent months.
Can you provide us with the definitive explanation for the interpolation?
Some users (eg. in the recent London study) have noted that there are
differences between the maps they have derived from the data and the maps in
the UKCIP02 report.
best wishes,
Iain
-----------------------------------
Dr. Iain Brown
UK Climate Impacts Programme
12 St. Michael's St.
Oxford
OX1 2DU

O
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From: Tom Wigley <wigley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Hadley Centre request for MAGICC
Date: Fri, 13 Sep 2002 09:27:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: Gareth Jones <gareth.s.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, s.raper@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
wigley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Ben Santer <santer1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>



w

Gareth,

G

It seems to me, from reading your email, that you do not realize that
this is precisely what MAGICC/SCENGEN already does -- i.e., it uses the
scaling method that Ben Santer and I 'invented' in the late 1980s to get
time dependent patterns of future climate change. I am attaching a
description of the method as we employ it.

d

The current CDROM version uses only a SAR version of the UD-EBM. Of
course, there is a TAR version that Sarah used for the TAR, developed by
me and Sarah -- but mainly Sarah. This has not yet been put into
MAGICC/SCENGEN, although I am in the process of doing so (along with
making a number of other changes to the software). We do not normally
give the code for TAR/MAGICC to others unless it is as part of a
collaborative project. As Mike Hulme noted, what we can do for/with you
will have to be a joint decision with me and Sarah.

w

The issue of how well scaling works compared with a full AOGCM is both
important and of considerable interest to me (and Ben Santer). It is
something we have looked at in the past, cursorily, and which we were
planning to investigate more fully with the suite of PCM runs that we
have here. There are some tricky issues that need to be addressed.

h

So, perhaps we should pool our intellectual, modelling and data
resources?

r

Anyhow, check out the attached and get back to me with your views.

A

The 'new and improved version' of MAGICC/SCENGEN should be available in
beta-test form in about a month. It will have around 30 models in its
data base, and it does a lot of new things that I can tell you about
later.

l

Tom.

T

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

+

Mike Hulme wrote:
>
> Gareth,
>
> Thank you for endowing me with the grand title of co-ordinator of magic!!
>
> Such a position does not really exist here. The model developers are Sarah
> Raper and Tom Wigley, to whom I am copying this reply, and it is the two of
> them that really need to grant your request.
>
> My role is more specifically in relation to the availability and
> distribution of the public domain version of MAGICC/SCENGEN Version 2.4 on
> CD-ROM and the accompanying manual. However, your request is really for
> the TAR version of MAGICC and even the source code and that request I
> cannot grant.
>
> I would hope that either/or Sarah and Tom will reply to you directly.
>
> Best wishes,
>



> Mike
>
> At 11:54 13/09/02 +0100, you wrote:
> >Dear Dr Hulme,
> > I believe that you are the MAGICC co-ordinator in the Climatic
> > Research
> >Unit. I hope you can assist me with the following request.
> >
> > I would like to obtain a version of the Magicc model that would allow
> >the input of climate forcings (rather than emission scenerios).
> >
> >I am in the detection and attribution group within the Hadley Centre, Met
> >Office. I am working with Dr Peter Stott and Dr John Mitchell on a project
> >that
> >requires an EBM.
> >
> >What we want to use the EBM for is to simulate global mean temperatures for
> >different forcings which we can then multiply with equilibrium temperature
> >spatial patterns for the same forcings to create surrogate transient time
> >varying climate patterns. If the surrogate patterns compare favourably
> >with our
> >HadCM3 simulations, we will then want to investigate how the detection and
> >attribution of climate change (for the detection schemes we use) will be
> >affected by uncertainties in the forcings we use. We would like to use
> >Magicc
> >as it has been tuned already to the HadCM3 anthropogenic emissions scenerios,
> >and as a model used extensively in the recent IPCC TAR would be most
> >appropriate
> >for our work.
> >
> >Would it be possible to obtain a copy of MAGICC or can you tell me how I
> >could
> >go about obtaining the model?
> >
> >Thanks in advance
> >Gareth
> >
> >--
> >Dr Gareth S. Jones Climate Research Scientist
> >Met Office, Hadley Centre for Climate Prediction and Research,
> >London Road, Bracknell, RG12 2SY, UK http://www.metoffice.com
> >Tel/Fax: +44(0)1xxx xxxx xxxx/4898 email:gareth.s.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxxContent-
Type: x-msword;
name="MAG-SG.doc"
Content-Disposition: inline;
filename="MAG-SG.doc"

f

Attachment Converted: "c:eudoraattachMAG-SG1.doc"
Content-Type: x-msword;
name="SGFlowchart.doc"
Content-Disposition: inline;
filename="SGFlowchart.doc"

f

Attachment Converted: "c:eudoraattachSGFlowchart1.doc"

A
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From: Martin Welp <martin.welp@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: gberz@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, ccarraro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, baldur.eliasson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
juergen.engelhard@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, bhare@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
klaus.hasselmann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, hourcade@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
SSinger@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, carlo.jaeger@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, martin.welp@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: ECF: Monthly telephone conference (7 October)
Date: Wed, 02 Oct 2002 19:00:02 +0200
Cc: tloster@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, anders.h.nordstrom@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
e.l.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Ottmar.Edenhofer@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

e

Dear member of the extended board

D

The next ECF telephone conference takes place on Monday, 7 October 2002 at
xxx xxxx xxxxCET (Central European Time). The participants are:

x

Gerhard Berz xxx xxxx xxxx
Carlo Carraro xxx xxxx xxxx
Baldur Eliasson xxx xxxx xxxx
J

J
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Mike Salmon <m.salmon@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Fwd: Re: Polar Urals data
Date: Fri Oct 11 09:08:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

I am forwarding this to stimulate you (no it's not one of those emails!) to
hassle me to check and update the tree-ring and my stuff on the web. Cheers
Keith

K

Date: Thu, 10 Oct 2002 11:22:xxx xxxx xxxx
From: Leonid Polyak <polyak.1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Polar Urals data
X-Sender: lpolyak@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
To: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Pro Version 3.0.3 (32)
Got it! Note that there appears to be an error in the explanation for the
data file: Polar Ural data are f2, not f1 (as far as I can judge).
Thank you,
Leonid
>
>Leonid
>see [1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/qsr1999/
>The data (and other possibly interesting data are available there) .
>Best wishes
>Keith

>

--
Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[2]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa[3]/



[

References

R

1. http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/qsr1999/
2. http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/
3. http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/
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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Tom Wigley <wigley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: T data
Date: Mon, 28 Oct 2002 15:50:07 +0000
Cc: Ben Santer <santer1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

C

<x-flowed>

<

Tom,
Talked to Tim re the SD field. Can you read the following (J. Climate
10, 2xxx xxxx xxxx)
before you come so you know how Tim infilled the SD field ? HadCM2 data
was used.
This would seem to bias any model validation to this model. Also it would
seem odd to
validate any model in a region where there is no data - in a region that
had to be infilled.
I can see that global fields make things simpler, but they will need
to constructed in
the best possible way. In 1997 we thought the best way was to use a
model, but our aim
then was different from yours.

t

Cheers
Phil

PPP

At 06:04 28/10/xxx xxxx xxxx, Tom Wigley wrote:
>Phil,
>
>Thanx. I need to see if CMIP has the height fields for models ---
>Ben????
>
>Tom.
>
>_______________________________
>
>Phil Jones wrote:
> >
> > Tom,
> > Here's the file that you should have got back in September. It is
> > 1xxx xxxx xxxxwhere this
> > could be calculated and 1xxx xxxx xxxxelsewhere. The other fields (already
> > sent) enable you to
> > know where the 1xxx xxxx xxxxfield has been used.
> > All you need to overcome the problem of this being surface
> > temperatures is to get a



> > 5 by 5 degree average height field. I have emailed Mark New to see if he
> > has a 1 by 1 degree
> > height field, which could then be averaged. Mark must have had this at
> > some stage - he
> > has a 10 minute height field for the world, which I'm sure he has
> > degraded to 1 degree. I
> > have a land/sea mask at 1 by 1 degree, so am hoping Mark has the heights.
> > With this
> > all you will need is the model height fields.
> > As for the SD's it would be possible to produce this for a period
> > like 1xxx xxxx xxxxor 1961-90
> > but both would have gaps - probably exactly the same as in the
> > climatology. The options
> > to consider here are:
> >
> > 1. Period 1xxx xxxx xxxxor 1961-90?
> > 2. How many years in each needed to get an SD?
> > 3. How to infill the gaps?
> >
> > Tim Osborn must have infilled the gaps for the errors paper in 1997 as we
> > needed a complete
> > field of variances. He did this by blending some model data
> > (HadCM2/ECHAM3 probably)
> > with the real observations. Most areas get infilled easily - big problem
> > is the Southern Oceans
> > and the Antarctic (also central Arctic). I will talk to Tim.
> >
> > We can discuss this more when you come.
> >
> > Cheers
> > Phil
> >
> > PS I should have some results from Anders by the time you come. He is
> > comparing means/
> > SDs and extremes etc of HadRM3 with real world data from 200 sites across
> > Europe. Only
> > temperature variables in the first part. Clearly shows that for
> > islands/coasts comparisons
> > must be with land points in the model. We've had to 'move' some stations
> > to be on model
> > land to get better comparisons. Islands that are not in the model have
> > poor comparisons.
> > It is possible to see country outlines in some comparisons with either
> > max or min
> > temperatures. Corrections for elevation are needed to get over large
> > elevational differences
> > between stations and the model, but the Alps are still visible. Lapse
> > rates work best only
> > in some seasons - not very good in summer. Max temps produce consistent
> > difference maps
> > (model-obs) over Europe, but mins are more erratic/random. Min error is
> > overall small but
> > with a large variability while max has a larger error but low
> > variability. Due to mins being more
> > affected by local environment.
> >
> > At 09:13 27/10/xxx xxxx xxxx, Tom Wigley wrote:
> > >Phil,



> > >
> > >Re my last email ....
> > >
> > >I have looked at the data you sent. It would be very nice to have a
> > >gapless 1xxx xxxx xxxxT climatology to match the Xie/Arkin precip
> > >climatology. However, this means somehow filling in the gaps in the
> > >xxx xxxx xxxxminus xxx xxxx xxxxdifferences, a nontrivial task. So my choice 
in the
> > >absence of this is either a gappy 81-00, or a full 61-90. I have chosen
> > >the latter -- perhaps we can discuss how to produce a gapless 81-00
> > >climatology when I am at CRU?
> > >
> > >A problem with the xxx xxxx xxxxis that it is surface, and that observed
> > >surface is not equal to model surface. I'm sure you have thought about
> > >this (in the model validation context) already, so this is another item
> > >to discuss.
> > >
> > >For precip, I also have the inter-annual S.D. climatology, so I can
> > >validate both the mean climate and the variability. Very interesting. It
> > >would be nice to be able to do this with temperature (especially since
> > >the mean climate for temperature in the models is pretty darn good --
> > >but how good is variability?) Is there an S.D. climatology for
> > >temperature that you can send me?
> > >
> > >Cheers, Tom.
> >
> > Prof. Phil Jones
> > Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
> > School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
> > University of East Anglia
> > Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> > NR4 7TJ
> > UK
> >
> ----------------------------------------------------------------------------
> >
> > ------------------------------------------------------------------------
> > Name: newabsref8100.out
> > newabsref8100.out Type: Plain Text (text/plain)
> > Encoding: base64

>

Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

-

</x-flowed>

<
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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Fwd: Re: paleo data



Date: Fri, 01 Nov 2002 15:28:05 +0000

D

X-Sender: hegerl@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Date: Fri, 1 Nov 2002 09:56:xxx xxxx xxxx
To: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
From: Gabi Hegerl <hegerl@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: paleo data
No worries, I can wait till next week!
It would be great to hear from you next week particularly if you
feel I have overlooked something, I am planning to submit a little
GRL paper on the detection results based on paleodata soon, and so a warning
if I am doing something wrong would be great.
Its not surprising that the detection results are stable, since other than 
volcanic
forcing is mainly driven by the low-f component anyway.
But it looks to me like the volcanic response is not smaller or even a bit larger 
in the
annual JGR data (except for one real real big peak in
the 1998 data).
Greetings, have a good weekend and good luck for Keith's back
Gabi

G

Gabi,
I have printed the files, but I do not know the answer. Keith is off today with a
bad back -
seeing a chiropractor. I need to talk to him before we can reply. I will be away
Mon/Tues
next week, so we will not be able to reply until later next week.
Cheers
Phil
At 11:27 31/10/xxx xxxx xxxx, Gabi Hegerl wrote:

A

Dear Keith and Phil,
I checked and found that we did indeed use the JGR 2001 data (by reloading them
from your JGR data file). I also got the
1998 data from the volcano paper, and did some checking. My detection results
appear quite unimpressed by if I filter the 2001 data to focus on lower
frequencies or not (the estimated amplitudes of solar, volcanic and ghg signals
are virtually identical, volcanism gets a bit tougher to detect if you remove
the high-frequency component).
Then I redid the Epoch analysis comparing the
response of your data old and new to volcanism, and find somewhat bigger volcanic
signals on average (using 50 eruptions between 1400 and 1940) in the
JGR paper record. I high-passed both datasets and get somewhat more variability
in the JGR record, not the 1998 record.
I am wondering is there something I am overlooking?
I append a figure of the high-passed (var > ca 10 yrs removed) records,
and the volcanic response in both datasets (averaging years xxx xxxx xxxxafter the 
eruption,
and removing the best-estimate solar and ghg signal before the analysis).
The analysis omits years with another volcanic eruption within the 20 yrs.
I also append one version of the figure where the upper 95%ile of the ghg signal 
(which
appears underestimated in Briffa 98 data) is removed rather than the
best estimate, in that case, the volcanic signals in both data appear nearly
identical.
Greetings, and please let me know if I am doing something wrong with your data!
Also, what is the best reference to a discussion on the difference between both



datasets?
Thanks in advance
Gabi

G

Dear Tom
after a little detective work we have deduced that the data sent to you constitute 
a
version of Northern Hemisphere Land temperatures (april- sept) produced by PCA
regression using regional average density chronologies (ie the JGR paper you 
refereed I
believe). It is true that high frequency component is not in my opinion optimal in
describing the relative magnitude of extreme inter-annual extremes. This is to do 
with
the unpredictable weighting ascribed to certain areas (tree-density series) in the
averaging of the original raw data ( this is boring and I won't go into it unless 
you
really want me to). Te relative differences in year-to-year values are likely 
better
represented in the N.Hemisphere series produced by averaging regional series 
produced
using a different approach in which the initial data are high-pass filtered and 
then
merged in a more straight forward way. This is more equivalent to the series on 
volcanic
signals described in our Nature paper, though the low-frequency component in this 
series
is definitely not represented. There is another series , that one could consider a 
good
compromise . That is a composite of the Age-Banding approach (JGR) low-frequency
variance added to the earlier (Nature) high-frequency component. We did this for 
Figure
6 in the JGR paper , but did not provide the data on our web site I now realize. 
However
this composite series is VERY highly correlated with the "better" high frequency 
data -
see the correlations (Table 1 and related text in
[1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/jgr2001/Briffa2001.pdf
There are many possible ways of producing a "Northern Hemisphere" average , 
involving
different prior regionalisation and secondary weighting (in space and through 
time) of
the constituent series) . Non can be considered "correct". If you would like us to 
dig
out the composite series or discuss specific aspects of the logic or uncertainties
associated with the different large averages let me know. Perhaps it would be 
better to
discuss this on the phone? As for longer series , we can provide the 2000 year
N.Eurasian data (a composite of ring width chronologies in N.Sweden, The Yamal
peninsula, and Taimyr ) . I will soon be able to provide a 4000-year version , 
that is
now being worked on.
or a similar Northern tree-ring chronology incorporating more data eg see
[2]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/qsr1999/
We do not have the bristlecone data - but they are available I presume from the
International Tree-Ring Data bank , part of the NGDC holdings?
At 02:29 PM 10/1/02 +0100, Phil Jones wrote:

A

Tom,



Been away and going again tomorrow. Had a chat with Keith and Tim and one of them
will send a reply and data later this week.
Cheers
Phil
At 11:28 26/09/xxx xxxx xxxx, Tom Crowley wrote:

A

Hi Phil,
thanks for all your help on the bams paper
DOE is being exceedingly slow in processing the paperwork for our new round - I 
will
keep you posted.
I am also wondering whether we can get some data from you:
Gabi is comparing our 2d ebm run with the briffa et al 2001 jgr time series in 
order to
compare the model prediction of - I think you mentioned at one point something to 
the
effect that, although this series is good for estimating low resolution 
temperature
variability, it may dampen high frequency variability. if my memory is correct in 
this
case, would you please send gabi the record you consider best for comparing with 
the
model predicted interannual response to volcanic eruptions?
on another matter we are extending our runs back in time - I have now compiled a 
record
of global volcanism back to 4000 BP for both hemispheres - extended back to 8000 
BP for
30-90N. we are therefore trying to compile paleo records older than AD 1000 to at 
least
get some reconstruction we can compare with.
I seem to recall that Keith or you may have published some longer reconstructionn 
but
cannot recall where it is? if so, would you be so kind as to send it to me? also I 
am
trying to find a long record from the eastern California for the bristlecone pine 
- for
some reason I am having difficulty finding one. if you have a long record - even 
going
back beyond 2000 BP, it would be very much appreciated.
thanks for any help you can give us on this and best wishes, Tom
--
Thomas J. Crowley
Nicholas Professor of Earth Systems Science
Dept. of Earth and Ocean Sciences
Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences
Box 90227
103 Old Chem Building
Duke University
Durham, NC 27708
tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
xxx xxxx xxxx
xxx xxxx xxxxfax

x

Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx



NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

--

--
Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[3]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/

[

--
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Gabriele Hegerl - NOTE CHANGE IN ADDRESS FORMAT
Department of Earth and Ocean Sciences,
Nicholas School for the Environment,
Box 90227
Duke University, Durham NC 27708
Ph: xxx xxxx xxxx, fax xxx xxxx xxxx
email: hegerl@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, [4]http://www.env.duke.edu/faculty/bios/hegerl.html

e

Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

--

--

-

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Gabriele Hegerl - NOTE CHANGE IN ADDRESS FORMAT
Department of Earth and Ocean Sciences,
Nicholas School for the Environment,
Box 90227
Duke University, Durham NC 27708
Ph: xxx xxxx xxxx, fax xxx xxxx xxxx
email: hegerl@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, [5]http://www.env.duke.edu/faculty/bios/hegerl.html

e

Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

-
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From: Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Leonid Polyak <polyak.1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Polar Urals data
Date: Wed Nov 6 08:58:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

The delay again is simply because I was away for 2 days. Attached are the data you 
want.
First number is number of years of record, followed by
(in first column) year A.D. and (in second column) the numbers you want . Ignore 
other
columns. Cheers
Keith
At 02:58 PM 11/5/xxx xxxx xxxx, you wrote:

A

Keith,
To keep you informed about the use of your Salekhard data, I attach the MS
which I'm submitting to The Holocene. I've referred to your papers of 1995
and 2000. If you'd like me to add more acknowledgement of your data, let me
know and I'll gladly do that.
Sincerely,
Leonid
Leonid Polyak
--------------
Byrd Polar Research Center
Ohio State University
1090 Carmack Rd., Columbus, OH 43210
xxx xxxx xxxx, fax xxx xxxx xxxx
[1]http://polarmet.mps.ohio-state.edu/GeologyGroup/polyak.htm
>Leonid
>see [2]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/qsr1999/
>The data (and other possibly interesting data are available there) .
>Best wishes
>Keith

>

--
Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[3]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa[4]/

[
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From: "Ronald M. Lanner" <pinetree30@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: ITRDBFOR@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: The Great Controversy
Date: Wed, 13 Nov 2002 21:36:xxx xxxx xxxx
Reply-to: grissino@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

R

Dear Forumites -- Since I am neither a dendrochronologist nor a tree physiologist, 
I have a
different take on this little brushfire we have going. Ideally, tree phys people 
should be
producing information (among other things) that dendrochronologists find useful. 
And
dendrochronologists should use the information within its limits and with enough
understanding to get it right. I don't think either of those things is occurring 
with as
much frequency as we would all like. I can understand Rod's annoyance at the 
massaging of
numerical data that dendrochronologists do. I am basically a non-mathematical 
biologist
mystified by such stuff, and I prefer handling measurements to deriving indices, 
or
whatever. When I run up against such derived data, I generally turn skeptical, 
because I
cannot verify the results from my own experience or intuition. On the other hand, 
when I
read papers by cambial physiologists like Rod I also get annoyed. That's because 
my biology
wants to integrate upwards, and all I get from cambial labs is biochemistry. So 
I'm in the
middle, where it gets lonely. I try not to get mad at anybody, though I do wish I 
didn't
find myself alone on the margins.

f

I find it frustrating that some dendrochronologists stubbornly see tree ring
characteristics as being affected by climate. They are not. They are affected by 
cambial
activity. Cambial activity is affected by internalities of tree behavior, mainly 
hormonal
and nutrient fluxes in the crown. Those things are largely influenced by climatic 
factors.
So there is quite a bit of slack between the climatic factor and the ring 
characteristic.
Is this just negligible static? I doubt it. I see this as an oversight by
dendrochronologists that weakens their credibility a tad among those knowledgable 
about
tree growth. I also have a quarrel with the dogma of dendrochology that the 
cambium changes
as the tree becomes senescent. I know of no data that trees senesce -- that is, 
that they
undergo changes due solely to aging. This started as forestry dogma, and was 
accepted by
tree-ringers, who then corrected for it. I'm practically the only one who has
systematically looked for evidence of senescence (with a Ph.D. student), and we 
could not



find any in young to ancient bristlecones. But tree physiologists do not generally 
look at
such issues because they have become progressively more reductionist. Nor do they 
try to
produce a theory of tree growth based, as it must be, on evolutionary theory. Such 
a theory
would be simple and general, and it would allow tree-ringers to approach rings 
with more
sympathy and understanding. That might not get you further, but it would improve 
your
character, I'm certain. And it would put all that assorted mishmash of tree phys 
data that
have accumulated since 19th century Germany into a context at last, and maybe 
liberate the
minds of all those tense physiologists out there with their ever-increasing 
inventories of
electronic sensors and analyzers. The world would be a better place with more 
people having
fun in the woods. ---Ronald M. Lanner

f

--- [1]pinetree30@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

-

--- EarthLink: It's your Internet.

-
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From: John Ogden <j.ogden@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: ITRDBFOR@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Re: Fwd: History and trees
Date: Fri, 15 Nov 2002 16:15:25 +1300
Reply-to: grissino@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

R

Dear Professor Savidge, Hal Fritts's comments were, as always,
to the point and gracious. I
have much less patience with your ignorance and arrogance. The
sampling and statistical procedures involved in the production of a
cross-dated chronology are of course quite different to those used in a
randomised experiment, but they are none-the-less logical,
rigorous, science. We have been through all those arguments so many
times - you are wasting everyone's time.
John Ogden.

J

On Wed, 13 Nov 2002 13:16:xxx xxxx xxxx"Harold C. Fritts"
<hfritts@xxxxxxxxx.xxx> wrote:

<

> Dear Ron,
> I respectfully disagree with you. We have reached out to you many times
> and find little but judgmental response. I have worked with this group
> for many years now and they are just as exact scientists as you. They
> are interested in what the tree tells us about the earth and its history
> and not as interested and experienced as you in how the tree works. I
> agree with you to the extent that we must understand how the tree works
> but I fear you have "created the reality that dendrochronologists are



> stupid and beneath your greatness" and that it will not ever change.
>
> People like you in the past such as Waldo Glock and Sampson at Berkley,
> CA made similar statements. When I was a young man, I set out trying to
> examine their criticism objectively with both physiological
> investigations and statistical analysis. I found that these criticisms
> could be met with data from solid physiological tests and even though
> those practicing the science at that time were astronomers, not
> physiologists. There are talented and insightful people in other
> sciences outside of plant physiology.
>
> I am sorry for all of our sakes. as the future holds many possibilities
> with many experts contributing to the future of science. If you could
> only get outside the judgmental ideas that you hold about us, I think
> you might be very surprised and pleased.
>
> Yes, I think many in this group oversimplify the response of the tree,
> but in the same way you oversimplify the practice of dendrochronology.
> We all have much to learn from each other, but calling each other names
> doesn't further anyone's science.
>
> I believe science is embarking on a course of greater cooperation among
> different disciplines. This implies respect and cooperation in both
> directions. We welcome your interest in dendrochronology but are
> saddened that you have so little respect for our integrity and honesty.
> It would be more appreciated if we could together work for a better
> future, not just quarrel, call each other names and delve on what is
> wrong with the past.
>
> Sincerely, Regretfully and Lovingly,
> Hal Fritts
>
> P.S.
> One other comment to my fellow scientists. I agree with Frank that I
> have made only a start at understanding the basis for tree ring
> formation. It will take much more work in physiology and modeling. In
> current discussions and debates on the importance of physiology and
> process modeling in dendrochronology, understanding plant processes
> often takes secondary impotence in the eyes of many
> dendrochronologists. I think this will change because I believe in the
> integrity of my colleagues, but I sometimes wonder how long this will
> take. I had at one time hoped that I might see it happen. We can
> answer such criticism, but not until we investigate further how the tree
> responds to its environment and how the tree lays down layers of cells
> we call the tree ring. Physiologists outside dendrochronology have
> little inclination to do it for us as this message reveals. We can and
> must do it ourselves by including, welcoming and funding physiological
> investigation in tree-ring research.
> HCF
>
>
> Rod Savidge wrote:
> >
> > To the Editor, New York Times
> >
> Indeed, its activities
> > include subjective interpretations of what does and what does not
> > constitute an annual ring, statistical manipulation of data to fulfill



> > subjective expectations, and discarding of perfectly good data sets when
> > they contradict other data sets that have already been accepted. Such
> > massaging of data cannot by any stretch of the imagination be considered
> > science; it merely demonstrates a total lack of rigor attending so-called
> > dendrochronology "research".
> >
> > I would add that it is the exceptionally rare dendrochronologist who has
> > ever shown any inclination to understand the fundamental biology of wood
> > formation, either as regulated intrinsically or influenced by extrinsic
> > factors. The science of tree physiology will readily admit that our
> > understanding of how trees make wood remains at quite a rudimentary state
> > (despite several centuries of research). On the other hand, there are many
> > hundreds, if not thousands, of publications by dendrochronologists
> > implicitly claiming that they do understand the biology of wood formation,
> > as they have used their data to imagine when past regimes of water,
> > temperature, pollutants, CO2, soil nutrients, and so forth existed. Note
> > that all of the counts and measurements on tree rings in the world cannot
> > substantiate anything unequivocally; they are merely observations. It
> > would be a major step forward if dendrochronology could embrace the
> > scientific method.
> >
> > sincerely,
> > RA Savidge, PhD
> > Professor, Tree Physiology/Biochemistry
> > Forestry & Environmental Management
> > University of New Brunswick
> > Fredericton, NB E3B 6C2
> >
> > >X-Sieve: cmu-sieve 2.0
> > >X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook, Build 10.0.4024
> > >Importance: Normal
> > >Date: Tue, 12 Nov 2002 23:24:xxx xxxx xxxx
> > >Reply-To: grissino@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> > >Sender: ITRDB Dendrochronology Forum <ITRDBFOR@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
> > >From: "David M. Lawrence" <dave@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
> > >Subject: History and trees
> > >Comments: To: scitimes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> > >To: ITRDBFOR@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> > >
> > >I was rather horrified by the inaccurate statements about tree-ring
> > >dating that you allowed to slip into print in the interview with Thomas
> > >Pakenham today. Tree-ring science is an exact science -- none of the
> > >data obtained from tree rings would be useful if the dates were
> > >inaccurate. Dendrochronologists don't say much these days about how old
> > >trees are because they are interested in more important questions --
> > >such as "What can the tree rings tell us about our planet's past?"
> > >
> > >You at The New York Times should know something about tree rings. A
> > >check on Lexis-Nexis shows that since 1980 you have run more than 100
> > >stories in which the words "tree rings" appear in full text. Some of
> > >the stories are irrelevant. But most are not, such as the July 13,
> > >2002, story in which you misspell the name of Neil Pederson at
> > >Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory, or the March 26, 2002, story about a
> > >medieval climate warming detected in tree-ring data. I do not remember
> > >tree-ring dating being labeled an "inexact" science in stories like
> > >that.
> > >
> > >Did Walter Sullivan, who wrote a story about tree rings and drought on



> > >September 2, 1980, ever question the "exact" nature of tree-ring dating?
> > >He didn't seem to question it on June 7, 1994, when he wrote a story
> > >about ash from Santorini and said that the ash cloud may have "persisted
> > >long enough to stunt the growth of oak trees in Irish bogs and of
> > >bristlecone pines in the White Mountains of California, producing
> > >tightly packed tree rings." You really do have to know when those rings
> > >were laid down before you can associate them with a specific volcanic
> > >eruption.
> > >
> > >I tell you what. I am a member of the National Association of Science
> > >Writers as well as a working dendrochronologist and occasionally paid-up
> > >member of the Tree-Ring Society. If you feel the need for a refresher
> > >course on tree-ring dating, I'll be more than happy to try to introduce
> > >you to knowledgeable practioners in you neighborhood, such as Neil
> > >Pederson (not Peterson) at Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory. (It's
> > >actually a local phone call for youse guys.)
> > >
> > >Sincerely,
> > >
> > >Dave Lawrence
> > >
> > >------------------------------------------------------
> > > David M. Lawrence | Home: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
> > > 7471 Brook Way Court | Fax: (8xxx xxxx xxxx
> > > Mechanicsville, VA 23111 | Email: dave@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> > > USA | http: http://fuzzo.com
> > >------------------------------------------------------
> > >
> > >"We have met the enemy and he is us." -- Pogo
> > >
> > >"No trespassing
> > > 4/17 of a haiku" -- Richard Brautigan
>
> --
> Harold C. Fritts, Professor Emeritus, Lab. of Tree-Ring Research
> University of Arizona/ Owner of DendroPower
> 5703 N. Lady Lane, Tucson, AZ 85xxx xxxx xxxx
> Ph Voice: (5xxx xxxx xxxx
> http://www.ltrr.arizona.edu/~hal

>

----------------------
John Ogden
j.ogden@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

j
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From: Ben Santer <santer1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: CRU strategic review
Date: Tue, 19 Nov 2002 10:19:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Dear Tim,

D

I'm really sorry I've been so slow in responding to your request for input to
the CRU strategic review. Life has been rather hectic over the past few months.
I hope to send you my response to your questionnaire by no later than the end of
this month. Would that still be o.k?



t

Cheers,

C

Ben
===========================================================================
Tim Osborn wrote:
>
> Dear Ben,
>
> I've not had time to speak with Phil recently, so I don't know how things
> are with you at the moment, work-wise and home-wise. But I hope all is
> well. The (rather formal, sorry) message below is a follow-up to a
> letter/questionnaire that I sent in the summer. It would certainly be good
> to obtain your input, so if you have time...!
>
> Cheers
>
> Tim
>
> --------------------------------
> Dear Dr. Santer
>
> I wrote to you in the summer in my role as leader of the Climatic Research
> Unit's (CRU) strategic review team, as part of an exercise to obtain
> external input to our review process. This exercise was reasonably
> successful, with a 45% response rate. Despite this response rate, there
> are still some gaps in the "categories" that we hoped to obtain input
> from. We have analysed the responses, together with our own internal
> assessments, and are now looking to fill in some of the remaining gaps.
>
> I am contacting you again in the hope that you might be able to assist us
> in our review process, via the attached questionnaire. As stated in my
> original letter, we are aware that this process is primarily for our
> benefit, rather than yours, so we greatly appreciate any time that you
> could spend in assisting our review.
>
> Some respondents said that they would prefer to have received an electronic
> version of the questionnaire, and so I have decided to attach a Microsoft
> Word document containing the questionnaire that I sent to you in the summer.
>
> If you have any questions about the review process, or would prefer to
> provide your opinions over the telephone, then please phone me on 01603
> 592089. We will be grateful for whatever level of input you feel able to
> provide.
>
> Best regards
>
> Tim
>
> [Dr. Tim Osborn, Chair of Strategic Review Team]
>
> --------------------------------------------------------------------------------
> Name: questions for Santer.doc
> questions for Santer.doc Type: Microsoft Word Document (application/msword)
> Encoding: base64
>
> Part 1.3Type: Plain Text (text/plain)

>



-- 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
PCMDI HAS MOVED TO A NEW BUILDING. NOTE CHANGE OF MAIL CODE!

P

Benjamin D. Santer
Program for Climate Model Diagnosis and Intercomparison
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
P.O. Box 808, Mail Stop L-103
Livermore, CA 94550, U.S.A.
Tel: (9xxx xxxx xxxx
FAX: (9xxx xxxx xxxx
email: santer1@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

-
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From: "L.B. Klyashtorin" <klyashtorin@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Keith Briffa" <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Fw: Fw: Reconstruction etc.
Date: Sat, 23 Nov 2002 00:01:30 +0300

D

Dear Keith,

DDD

Do not be embarassed. This situation is very humorous and I am very

D

glad to smile. It happens.

g

Thank you very much for your time series.

T

I would like to analyse specta characteristics of summer temperatures ( your

I

series) and winter temperature series using Dansgaard's time series for

s

the same period ( since 550s). It seems to me the temperature data of Arctic basin 
is
the

t

most pronounced indices illustrating of long term climate oscillations.

mmm

Best wishes

BBB

Leonid

LLL

----- Original Message -----

-

From: [1]Keith Briffa

F

To: [2]L.B. Klyashtorin

T



Sent: Monday, November 18, 2002 11:01 PM

S

Subject: Re: Fw: Fw: Reconstruction etc.

S

I am very embarrassed as I have just realized I sent the data (a couple of weeks 
ago at
least !) to the wrong person (someone called Leonid Polyak ) by mistake. He wanted
polar Urals data. I now attach the file with the Nature temperature 
reconstruction.
First number is the number of values , then subsequent lines contain the date in 
the
first column (years AD) and the anomalies in the second (as described in the 
paper).
Sorry!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Keith
At 10:45 PM 11/18/02 +0300, you wrote:

A

Dear Keith,

D

I apologise for persistens but I really need in the time series I requested from 
you
and I will very grateful to you for these materials which you so kind promised 
send to
me .
I hope receive it from you yet, although I have not reply from you to my two last
messages.

m

Yours sincerely

Y

Leonid Klyashtorin

L

----- Original Message -----
From: [3]L.B. Klyashtorin
To: [4]Keith Briffa
Sent: Sunday, October 27, 2002 1:45 PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Reconstruction etc.
Dear Keith,

D

I apologize for disturbing you but I did not received the data you promised to 
send
me yet.
I would be very grateful to you for these time series.

I

Using your kind permission (from October 22) to remind you if these date do not 
arrive
I hope to receive it from you....

I

Sorry for inconveniences and thank you in advance

S

Leonid

L

----- Original Message -----

-

From: [5]Keith Briffa
To: [6]L.B. Klyashtorin
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2002 5:08 PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Reconstruction etc.
Leonid



Sorry not to respond
I will search out the tree-ring series (ring width and density ) and the numbers 
for the
reconstruction and send them as soon as I can get to it. Remind me in a couple of 
days
if they do not arrive. Cheers
Keith
At 02:17 PM 10/22/02 +0400, you wrote:

A

Dear Dr Briffa,

D

Unfortunately I did not receive reply on my first message sent to your address
by October 8.
I apologize for disturbing you again but I will be very grateful to you
for sending me the address of web site where I can find the data of tree ring
reconstruction of the summer temperature.

r

I also very interested in receiving data published in one of your et al. old 
paper:
"A 1400 year tree ring record of summer temperature in Fennoscandia,1990, 
Nature.vol
346, 2 August 1990."
The time series of Pinus silvestris published at Fig 2 a is very interesting for 
my
work on the dynamics
climate-linked fisheries of Northern Hemisphere.

c

I would be very grateful to you for your reply.

I

Best regards
Leonid Klyashtorin

L

----- Original Message -----
From: [7]L.B. Klyashtorin
To: [8]Briffa Keith R.
Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2002 4:58 PM
Subject: Fw: Reconstruction etc.

SS

I am Leonid Klyashtorin from Federal Institute for Fisheries and
Oceanography (VNIRO),Moscow,Russia.

O

The last 6 monthes I was National Research Council Senior
Associate and worked as Visiting Scientist in the
Pacific Fisheries Environmental Laboratory (PFEL),
NOAA, National Marine Fisheries Service,
Monterey , CA on the item "Climate and Fisheries".
My paper "Climate change and long -term fluctuations of commercial
catches:the possibility of forecasting" published recently as a separate
broshure, FAO Fisheries Technical Paper No 410,
pp 86, 2001, and is rather popular among fisheries specialists.
It gives insight of world major fisheries dynamics and contains
forecast to the next xxx xxxx xxxxyears. ( the Abstract is attached, PDF file of
all paper also is available)

a

I have read of your and T. Osborn very interesting and so useful paper
"Blowing Hot asnd Cold.." in Science, v.295.,2002.
Your results clearly shows that main conception



of IPCC experts about unicity of Global Warming events in
20-century is erroneous and now the additional data appear on the natural
long term cyclic climate change at least for the last 2000 years .
My work on the "Climate - Fisheries" connected with questions of Climate
Change and ,naturely, touches of Global Warming Problem.

C

Me and my colleague from Institute of Physics of the Earth of Russian
Academie of Science recently submitted our paper "On the coherence
between dynamics of the world fuel consumption and global temperature
anomaly". in the International Journal " Natrural Hazards" .
The paper is now under reviewing. (The Abstract is attached.)

T

Now me and a few my collegues from US are in process of writiing
book dedicated of Climate- Fisheries problem and we would like use
the data on the tree -rings anlysis showing cyclic character of
long-term climate changes.

l

I will be very grateful to you for receiving
from you ( if possible) the time series of annual reconstructed
temperature anomaly from Figure (Esper02) and address of website,
where these data are available.

w

Thank you in
advance

aaaaaaaaaaaaaa

Best regards
Leonid Klyashtorin

L

--
Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[9]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa/

[

--
Professor Keith Briffa,
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia
Norwich, NR4 7TJ, U.K.

N

Phone: xxx xxxx xxxx



Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
[10]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/people/briffa[11]/
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From: Clare Goodess <C.Goodess@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: j.palutikof@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,d.viner@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: UK Research Office - FP6 Proposal Writing for Researchers
Date: Tue, 26 Nov 2002 18:34:49 +0000
Cc: j.darch@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

C

Dear all
I went to this meeting in London yesterday - which was useful. Julie will 
photocopy my
notes/the overheads for you some time this week (if she doesnt have time, I'll do 
it when I
get back next week). In the meantime, here are my main impressions/thoughts from 
the
meeting. (Incidentally, Alex Haxeltine was due to go from UEA, but didnt turn up. 
Not sure
who the other UEA people were! There was no list of participants.) Maybe we should 
get
together (next week some time?) once you've had chance to look at some of this.
The Commission (EC) seems to be favouring smaller projects, e.g., typically 10 
million
Euro. Though it is up to proposers to define the necessary 'critical mass'.
UKRO seem quite wary of Networks of Excellence (NoE), e.g., warning of potential 
conflicts
of interest with institutions. As with projects, smaller size seems to be in 
favour. An
UKRO analysis suggests an NoE of xxx xxxx xxxxresearchers would maximise the 
amount of money
received per researcher.
Research activities can now be funded in NoE (the EC has changed its mind on this 
in the
last month), but only if focused on integration.
The EC wont be proposing indicators of integration for NoE - the proposals should 
explain
how this will be 'measured'.
Consortium quality seems to be an important concern for the EC, i.e., having the 
right
people for the job and ensuring everyone has a clear role. In our rush to get a 



'critical
mass', I'm concerned that the GENIE consortium may appear too much as 'all our 
friends'.
One possible strategy which UKRO seemed to think quite good for people, would be 
to put in
a proposal from 6-8 key partners, indicating for which activities additional 
partners will
be brought in at appropriate points. The EC will be providing formal procedures 
for these
'internal project' calls.
It is unlikely that the new online proposal preparation tool will be ready for the 
first
call, but electronic submission (on CD) should be possible. Any paper submissions 
will be
scanned.
Evaluation will be by electronic means initially, with possibility of proposers 
(and
evaluators?) being invited to hearings in Brussels prior to panel meetings.
No signatures are required for the proposals (though a password/username will be 
required
by co-ordinators to access the online system). Some institutions/consortia are 
apparently
drawing up pre-consortia agreements or letters of intent/memorandum of 
understanding.
The guide for proposers is currently only in very rough draft.
There will be a second 'EOI' type exercise at the end of 2003/early 2004. This 
could lead
to changes in the indicative themes for 2004.
UKRO is not keen on UK institutions using consultants for project management - we 
should be
building our own capacity.
Proposals should be written for the informed lay person. It is best if they are 
not
obviously written by one person - better to show joint effort/co-ordination at an 
early
stage.
Redundancy costs (i.e., costs of implementing the new fixed-term regulations) can 
be
included for research staff.
The EC aims to audit all FP6 projects (because there will be fewer of them).
Recognition of the ERA and policy links will be important for the EC. (The ERA 
includes
references to developing long-term careers for research staff and increasing the
involvement of women - so maybe we should be thinking of some activities to 
address these
issues.)
IPR will be an important issue in FP6 - need to get expert advice (e.g., what 
happens if
consortium changes over course of project).
Consortium agreements will be compulsory.
The proposal forms (for IPs anyway) are relatively simple, e.g., only need to cost 
four
different types of activity.
Clare

C

Dr Clare Goodess
Climatic Research Unit
University of East Anglia



Norwich
NR4 7TJ
UK
Tel: xxx xxxx xxxx
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
Web: [1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/
Editor "Climate Research" ([2]http://www.int-res.com/journals/cr/)
Southern Africa crisis appeal: [3]http://dec.londonweb.net/appeal/
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From: Eystein Jansen <Jansen@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Laurent Labeyrie <Laurent.Labeyrie@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Keith Alverson 
<keith.alverson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Rick 
Battarbee <r.battarbee@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, didier.paillard@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Dominique 
Raynaud <domraynaud@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, jean jouzel <jouzel@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Chappellaz 
Jerome <jerome@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Gerald Ganssen <gang@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Jean Marc 
Barnola <barnola@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Ralph Schneider <rschneid@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: FP6 - NoE Dynamics of Climate Changes (DOCC)
Date: Mon, 2 Dec 2002 10:17:31 +0100
Cc: martin.miles@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, b.balino@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

C

<x-flowed>
Dear friends,

D

I assume many of you have followed the development of the work
programme for FP6, which have been quite dramatic at times for our
field. The end result is not particularly good, and the whole area of
Global Change has been cut by comparuison with FP5. I talked with
Anver Ghazi last week, and what I know stems from this and from the
Nov. 18 version of the work programme.
The will be no opening for climate dynamics in the first call (Dec. 17).
The second call due in June /July with a deadline in October 2003
will include some paleoclimate openings:
- STREPS for novel paleoreconstructions methods (i.e. a few of the
normal projects of previous FPs) - but remember: 75% of funding goes
to New Instruments: Integrated Projects and NoEs).
- Hot spots in the climate system, including the thermohaline
circulation and the Arctic.

c

Brussels will not issue anything now about the thrird call, but
according to Ghazi they plan to invite for either an NoE or an IP in
climate dynamics with emphasis on past climate change at that point.
Call will be in 2004. But things can change with this call.
Thus we have quite some time to discuss if we shall go forward with
DOCC or go for IP. The overall size of the IPs have been
substantially reduced, so if we try an IP or an NoE either will need
to be more focussed in terms of science and in terms of partnership
than our Expression of interest.

t

Ceers,



C

Eystein
-- 
______________________________________________________________
Eystein Jansen
Professor/Director
Bjerknes Centre for Climate Research and
Dep. of Geology, Univ. of Bergen
All

A
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From: "Andy McLeod" <Andy.McLeod@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Mike Hulme" <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, <H.J.Schellnhuber@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Climate Change Funding in Scotland
Date: Mon, 2 Dec 2002 15:09:xxx xxxx xxxx

D

Dear John and Mike

D

It was over two years ago that we first briefly discussed the opportunity to
develop climate change research funding in Scotland using a grant to HEI's
from the Scottish Higher Education Funding Council (SHEFC). My Centre, CECS,
has been successful with such grants in the past. Last year there were no
such grants but the opportunity has now arisen again. The funding is quite
large (0.xxx xxxx xxxx.5 million over up to 4 years). With support from the three
main agencies in Scotland I am keen to develop such a research proposal and
will be entering the internal competition (within the University) shortly.

w

I am keen to develop a strong link/cooperation with the Tyndall Centre and I
would like to explore ways in which this might be achieved. Last week I
believe that you were busy with your Advisory Board. I would be very keen to
talk with you on the phone about this as soon as possible. Please let me
know if there is a suitable time when I might phone or feel free to contact
me.

m

Best wishes

B

Andy

AA

E-mail from:

E

Dr Andy McLeod
Director
Centre for the study of Environmental Change and Sustainability (CECS)
The University of Edinburgh
John Muir Building
The Kings Buildings
Mayfield Road
Edinburgh EH9 3JK
Scotland

S

Tel: 0xxx xxxx xxxx(direct)
Tel: 0xxx xxxx xxxx(office)
Fax: 0xxx xxxx xxxx
E-mail: andy.mcleod@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
http://www.cecs.ed.ac.uk/
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Scott Rutherford 
<srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: RegEM manuscript
Date: Mon, 06 Jan 2003 09:13:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Ray Bradley 
<rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

<

Thanks very much Tim,
Your comments are extremely helpful.
I'm open to eliminating the comparison w/ Esper et al --but lets see if there is a
consensus of the group as to what to do here. We're anxiously awaiting comments 
from the
others...
thanks again,
mike
p.s. Scott can be reached at either U.Va or U.RI email equally well (I believe the 
former
is forwarded to the latter)..
At 12:16 PM 1/6/2003 +0000, Tim Osborn wrote:

A

Dear Scott and Mike,

D

Over the Christmas break I (finally!) had time to read the RegEM manuscript in 
detail.
Phil had already read and annotated a copy - so I've added my annotations to that 
and
will mail it to you today. Mike asked for comments to go to Scott, so please tell 
me
which address I should use (Rhode Island or Virginia?).
I spoke to Keith and he has partly read it too, and will provide separate comments 
soon.
Overall, I think the paper is a very nice piece of work and I'm pleased to be 
involved
with it. The results regarding robustness with respect to proxy data, method, 
region
and season are definitely good to publish.
Among the many comments annotated on the manuscript, a few are repeated here so 
that all
authors may respond if they wish:
(1) Given the overwhelming number of values in the Tables, I suggest halving them 
by
dropping all the CE values (keeping just RE values). As the paper points out, 
getting
the verification period mean right is rewarded by RE but not by CE. Since we are
interested in changes in the mean, I don't think that's a problem. CE is fine in
addition, but dropping it would provide benefits of reducing manuscript size - and
especially the size of the tables.
(2) The "mixed-hybrid" approach sounds dubious to me - more 
justification/explanation of
why it is needed (and hence why it captures more variance than the simpler 
splitting



into high- and low-frequency components method).
(3) It is not clear to me that the paragraph and figure on the comparison with 
Esper et
al. are either correct or necessary. They also are problematic because it would 
appear
that we (Briffa & Osborn) were contradicting our earlier paper when in fact we 
aren't.
The paper is already long and to remove these parts would therefore be helpful 
anyway.
The comparison with Esper et al. is important - but much better dealt with in a 
separate
paper where it could be developed in more detail and with more room to explain the
approach and its implications.
(4) I still hope to write up some more detailed comparisons of the reconstructions 
using
just the MXD data but different methods and will let Mike/Scott know my plans on 
this
soon.
Happy new year to you all.
Tim
Dr Timothy J Osborn | phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Senior Research Associate | fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
Climatic Research Unit | e-mail: t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
School of Environmental Sciences | web-site:
University of East Anglia __________| [1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/
Norwich NR4 7TJ | sunclock:
UK | [2]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/sunclock.htm

U

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[3]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
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From: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Timothy Carter <tim.carter@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,t.mitchell@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Re: Pattern scaling document for the TGCIA
Date: Sat, 18 Jan 2003 21:05:49 +0000

D

<x-flowed>
Tim,

T

As promised some comments on the paper.

A

General: It is very good, just what is needed and puts the last 4 years of
debate into the right context.



d

General: why consistently 'climate changes' rather than the more usual
'climate change'?

'

Abstract, line 10: why only quote as high as 0.99 and not the lowest
correlation (which actually is more to the point - it is still very good
after the 2020s, even for precip).

a

Abstract, lines 12-13: as worded this does not quite follow, although I see
from later that the ellipses used are at 95% confidence. Just because they
fall outside natural variability does not *in itself* prove they are stat. sig.

f

p.2, lines xxx xxxx xxxx(and also several places on p.4): impacts are mentioned,
but nothing said about adaptation. It is really adaptation
actions/decisions that are crucial, impacts are only one way to get
there. Alter the focus.

t

p.2, line -10: add 'necessarily' between 'not' and 'be'. AOGCMs may
actually do not so bad a job on occasions about climate change (relative
changes for example), so don't completely dismiss this one.

c

p.5, section 2: general point: there is no list or table or statement about
exactly what these 17 experiments are. The models are listed, but not the
experiments. e.g. which SRES scenarios did which modelling group and how
many ensembles? For the lay person this is not obvious.

m

p.7, top line: you should perhaps make the point that simple bias indices
such as these may partly be explained by elevation offsets (model height
vs. real height). It is to my mind a mitigating factor than can work in a
model's favour (not always). It should be mentioned, because the biases
may not be due to just dumb models, but due to simple resolution issues
that can be adjusted easily. A similar point perhaps applies in the next
para. about ocean/land boundaries. OK, you could say this just shows how
bad models are, but it perhaps gives people a poorer view of the model
physics and credibility than is truly needed. Another point to mention in
this para about precip. is the obvious point about decadal natural
variability. It's a tall order to expect the models to get the 1xxx xxxx xxxx
monthly mean precip. exactly right, owing to internal variability. Indeed,
give such variability can be plus/minus 10-20% or more it would be
astonishing if they matched. Be generous to models I say.

a

p.9, middle - interesting point about ECHAM4 and NCAR masks!!

p

p.15, para 2: didn't you have A1FI available from Hadley? Surely it could
have been used to test this? Last sentence in this para: why 'evidently
conform'?

c

p.16, last line: interesting point here: if you claim the pattern-scaling
didn't work for the 2020s because of nat var (S/N ratios) then why actually
should we go with the raw model results anyway - certainly if it is the
signal we are interested in (and not the noise), it suggests the raw 2020s
models results are misleading us! This is a rather circular argument I
realise but the bottom line point again comes back to S/N ratios and the
role of nat decadal variabiliy, esp. for precip. Are we going to recommend
adaptations to noise or to signals - and why?

a

p.17, middle para: what about mentioning climate sensitivity here? I know
its out of vogue now, but PCM and NIES differences are explained by overall



model sensitivity aren't they.

m

p.17, para 4: this point about where agreement occurs between models is
important. Some people - I heard Wigley do it recently - write models off
at regional scales re. precip changes because they all disagree. They do
for some regions, but not all and where we think we have physical grounds
to accept agreement as legit. (e.g. UK; cf. UKCIP02 scenario metholody)
then we should be confident to say so.

t

p.17, line -7: why use 'forecasting' here? Could confuse some people. The
old argument about terms I guess. And again top line on p.18 is dangerous
- we can "predict" nat. variability in a stochastic sense using
ensembles. Change the wording.

e

p.18, line 9: not only are they difficult to forsee, they are simply
unforseeable to a significant extent because it is we who determine them; I
prefer to make the distinction between different types of prediction
problem more explicit.

p

p.18, lines 19-20: I don't like the use of 'truth' and 'precise' here. It
implies a strong natural science view prediction and the competence of
science (modellers!) which I think should be softened.

s

p.18, para 4: the inter-model differences bit being as large as the
inter-scenario differences. Again at least mention the role of nat var
here - some of these inter-model differences *must* be due to nat var, not
simply models not able to agree with each other.

s

p.19, para 1: I think the stabilisation case should be mentioned
here. What about pattern-scaling stab scenarios? As I hear it from DEFRA
and Hadley here in UK this was a big issue at the TGCIA meeting. Make a
comment at least; I think in principle p-scaling is probably OK (within
some limits) even here. I think you should make reference to some of Tim
Mitchell's work here (and/or elsewhere) since he has looked at some of
these things too. His thesis or his CC paper perhaps.

t

And finally, w/o sounding as self-serving as Tom Wigley, it would be nice
if you could reference (perhaps in section 3.3) the Hulme/Brown (1998)
paper in CR which was the first time I published scatter plots in this form
for GCMs results - and possible the first time this form of presentation
had been used anywhere (but I stand corrected of course; maybe I simply
picked it up from someone else).

pp

So there it is: a great piece of work and a good write up. I don't know
Kimmo but pass on my congratulations to him. I'll look out for it on the
web site.

w

Best wishes,

B

Mike

MMMMMMM
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At 13:42 13/01/03 +0200, Timothy Carter wrote:
>Dear Mike and Tim,
>
>I know that you are not now involved in the TGCIA, but there is still some
>old baggage from the days of Mike's tenure that you may have some interest
>to comment on concerning regional pattern-scaling work.
>
>I attach a paper that we have prepared and distributed at the latest TGCIA
>meeting for comment (last week). If you have any comments, I would be very
>appreciative. I need comments if possible by the end of this week.
>
>The 96 pages of scatter plots are currently enormous files, and I can't
>possibly attach these for you to see. I am working on a way to get these
>substantially reduced in size. I have attached one example so you can see
>what to expect.
>
>Any feedback would be much appreciated. We intend to post this document,
>or something like it, on the DDC.
>
>Tim - have you published any of your Ph.D. results yet?
>
>Best regards and Happy New Year,
>
>Tim
>
>
>
>***********************************************************************
>Timothy Carter
>Research Professor
>Research Programme for Global Change
>Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE)
>Box 140, Mechelininkatu 13a, FIN-00251 Helsinki, FINLAND
>Tel: +xxx xxxx xxxx; GSM +xxx xxxx xxxx; Fax: +xxx xxxx xxxx
>Email: tim.carter@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>Web: http://www.ymparisto.fi/eng/research/projects/finsken/welcome.html
>***********************************************************************

>

</x-flowed>

<
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Ulrich Cubasch <cubasch@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: multiproxy
Date: Tue, 28 Jan 2003 12:33:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: Tim Osborne <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Keith Briffa <k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
Irina Fast <f14@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Scott Rutherford <srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

m

Dear Ulrich,
That's fine--you can go ahead and use it. But I have to issue a number of caveats 
first.
This is a version we gave Tim Osborne when he was visiting here, and since Tim 
hasn't used
it, and we haven't compared results from that code w/ our published results, I 
can't vouch
for it--it may or may not be the exact same version we ultimately used, and it may 
or may
not run properly on platforms other than the one I was using (Sun running ultrix). 
Scott
Rutherford (whom I've cc'd on this email) has worked with the code more 
frequently.
The code is not very user friendly unfortunately. For example, the determination 
of the
optimal subset of PCs to retain is based on application of the criterion described 
in our
paper, which involves running the code many times w/ different choices. So the 
"iterative"
process has to be performed by brute force.
The method, as outlined, is quite straightforward and others have implemented it
themselves. SO you might prefer to code it yourself. That would be my suggestion. 
But you
are, of course, free to use our code.
That having been said, we have essentially abandoned that method now in favor of a
somewhat more sophisticated version of the approach, which makes use of the RegEM 
method
for imputing missing values of a field described by Schneider (J. Climate, 2000).
Some initial results are described here:
Mann, M.E., Rutherford, S., Climate Reconstruction Using 'Pseudoproxies', 
Geophysical
Research Letters, 29 (10), 1501, doi: 10.1029/2001GL014554
[1]ftp://holocene.evsc.virginia.edu/pub/mann/Pseudoproxy02.[2]pdf
and in a paper in press in Journal of Climate.
Rutherford, S., Mann, M.E., Delworth, T.L., Stouffer, R., The Performance of
Covariance-Based Methods of Climate Field Reconstruction Under Stationary and 
Nonstationary
Forcing, J. Climate, in press, 2003.
(I don't have the preprint--Scott Rutherford can provide you with one however).
In our view, this is a preferable approach on a number of levels, though the 
results
obtained are generally quite similar.
I will be in Nice, and looking forward to seeing you there,
Mike
At 04:59 PM 1/28/03 +0100, Ulrich Cubasch wrote:

A

Dear Michael,



as you might know we (Briffa, Wanner, v. Storch, Tett ...) have an
European project called SOAP,
which aims at combining multy proxi and model data.
more under [3]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/projects/soap
In the workpackage I am coordinating we would like to use your
multi-proxy program for some
temperature reconstructions. The collegues in Norwich have got your
program already, but I would like
to implement it here in Berlin. I therefore would like to ask you if you
can grant me the permission to use it.
I will probably copy it then from Keith and Tim directly.
I will keep you informed about the results we obtain with it.
regards
Ulrich Cubasch
P. S.
Are you coming to Nice?

A

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[4]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.[5]shtml
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: f14@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Re: program code
Date: Wed, 05 Feb 2003 13:19:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: Scott Rutherford <srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Zhang <zz9t@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, Tim Osborne <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Keith Briffa 
<k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Irina Fast <f14@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

r

Dear Irina,
The code we used in Mann/Bradley/Hughes 1998 was not changed or "improved", but 
there may
be different versions of the code floating around, and in a previous email to Uli 
Cubasch,
I indicated that I was not sure the version you have (from Tim Osborn), is 
identifical to
the version we used in our original paper (it would require some work on my part 
to insure
it gives precisely the same results, and I don't have the time to do that). I 
suspect,
however, that the code is the same as the one we used in our paper and any 



differences, if
they exist, should be minor (as long as the code compiles and runs correctly on 
the
platform you have--the possible platform-dependence of fortran is a potential 
cause for
concern here).
Numerous people have coded up our method independently, including Ed Zorita, w/ 
whom I
believe your group has a close collaboration, and my graduate student Zhang has
successfully coded this up independently in Matlab (its a short script, which 
didn't take
Zhang long to write anyway). I'm copying this message to Zhang, so that he can 
provide you
with his matlab version of the code if you are interested. Because Zhang's version 
is in
Matlab, it should run correctly, independently of the particular platform (an 
advantage
over the fortran code) [As an aside, on a pedagogical note, I would still 
encourage you to
code this up yourself].
As I indicated in a previous email to Uli, the selection of the optimal subset of 
EOFS to
retain is not automated in the code, and you need to do that yourself...The 
methodology we
used is described in detail in our publications.
We have tested this method against the approach our group now uses for climate 
field
reconstruction (Schneider RegEM approach), and find that the results are similar, 
but the
cross-validation statistics improve slightly w/ the RegEM approach, which we now 
favor and
use in place of the old, Mann et al approach.
Details of this latter approach are described in these two manuscripts (as well as 
the
original paper by Schneider referenced within):
Mann, M.E., Rutherford, S., Climate Reconstruction Using 'Pseudoproxies', 
Geophysical
Research Letters, 29 (10), 1501, doi: 10.1029/2001GL014554, 2002.
available at:
[1]ftp://holocene.evsc.virginia.edu/pub/mann/Pseudoproxy02.[2]pdf
Rutherford, S., Mann, M.E., Delworth, T.L., Stouffer, R., Climate Field 
Reconstruction
Under Stationary and Nonstationary Forcing, Journal of Climate, 16, xxx xxxx xxxx, 
2003.
available at:
[3]ftp://holocene.evsc.virginia.edu/pub/mann/Rutherfordetal-Jclim03.pdf
The RegEM code is available over the web, and Scott Rutherford can provide you 
with the ftp
side if you are interested. It, too, is available only in matlab.
I hope you find this information of help.
Best of luck w/ your research,
mike mann
At 06:10 PM 2/5/03 +0100, Irina Fast wrote:

A

Dear Michael,
I believe that you have not heard about me as yet. My name is Irina Fast.
Since the January 2003 I am a PhD student at the Free University in Berlin in
the framework of the EU-Project SOAP. My supervisor is Ulrich Cubasch.



t

At the SOAP's start-up meeting it was proposed to use your multiproxy
calibration method (published in 1998) for the joint analysis of model
simulations and proxydata.
Because your method was essential improved since 1998 I would like to know if
you kann provide us with your program code.
We could try to code your approach ourselves, but we do not know if this kind
of analysis will success in our case. In the case of failure we will have to
search for other analyses methodes. And the timespan for the data
processing is rather short. Naturally you will not miss our gratitude and
acknowledgement.
I apologise for my mistakes in this letter.
Best regards
Irina Fast
--
*************************************
Irina Fast
Freie Universit

F
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From: Mike Hulme <m.hulme@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Kabat, dr. P." <P.Kabat@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Schellnhuber (E-mail)" 
<h.j.schellnhuber@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Letter of Support
Date: Wed Feb 12 15:45:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: "Alex Haxeltine (E-mail)" <Alex.Haxeltine@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>

C

Pavel
I will certainly make sure a letter reaches you for Friday. And Good Luck!
Mike
At 14:07 12/02/03 +0100, Kabat, dr. P. wrote:

A

Dear Mike, John, Alex:
referring to out tel. conversation yesterday with Alex, hereby our request
for a letter of support/recommendation on behalf of Tyndall for our
national Global Change Initiative programme proposal called
"Climate changes the spatial planning", ("Climate for Spatial Planning
Spatial Planning for Climate); unofficially known to you I guess as as
"Netherlands Tyndall-like initiative...)
After we have successfully passed the first round of the selection last
year with the Dutch Government, we are know in final stages of submitting
the final proposal/business plan (deadline 17/2/03 - next Monday).
The proposed programme has a total budget of 100 million Euro, of which 49
million is requested from the Government, rest contribution of public and
private institutions. As a part of this programme we are aiming to set up
Netherlands Centre of Excellence (partly virtual) institute, modelled after
Tyndall. Leading parties in this effort are all well known to you:
Wageningen (kabat)
VU Amsterdam (vellinga)
RIVM (metz)
KNMI (Komen)
ICIS (Rotmans)
ECN (Bruggink)
plus another almost 50 parties.
Could you pls send us a short letter of support, in which you indicate the
importance of this initiative for advancing this type global change science,



European dimension, UK - NL collaboration, etc, etc?
We need to receive this by Friday, so send also by fax pls (apologies for
the rush). Letter is to be addressed as follows:
Prof. Dr Pavel Kabat
Science Director
Netherlands National Research Initiative "Climate changes the spatial
planning", (ICES KIS 3)
Postal address: PO Box 47, 6700 AA Wageningen
Visiting address: Lawickse Allee 11, IAC building, room 156
Voice xxx xxxx xxxx/74713 (office), xxx xxxx xxxx(mobile), xxx xxxx xxxx
(home);
Fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
I attach 3 documents as background of our proposal
Many thanks for your kind help!
Pavel, Pier en colleagues
<<BPDraft2.3NoFigures.doc>> <<OrganisatieSchema.doc>> <<Overview budget
131.xls>>

1
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From: "Alex Haxeltine" <Alex.Haxeltine@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Armin Haas" <haas@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Alexander Wokaun" <wokaun@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
"Anco Lankreijer" <lana@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Andrew Jordan" <a.jordan@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
"Antoni Rosell" <antoni.rosell@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, "Antonio Navarra" 
<navarra@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Asbj
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Re: Fwd: Soon & Baliunas
Date: Tue, 11 Mar 2003 08:14:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,jto@u.arizona.edu,drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
keith.alverson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,mmaccrac@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,jto@u.arizona.edu, 
mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

m

Thanks Phil,
(Tom: Congrats again!)
The Soon & Baliunas paper couldn't have cleared a 'legitimate' peer review process
anywhere. That leaves only one possibility--that the peer-review process at 
Climate
Research has been hijacked by a few skeptics on the editorial board. And it isn't 
just De
Frietas, unfortunately I think this group also includes a member of my own 
department...
The skeptics appear to have staged a 'coup' at "Climate Research" (it was a 
mediocre
journal to begin with, but now its a mediocre journal with a definite 'purpose').
Folks might want to check out the editors and review editors:
[1]http://www.int-res.com/journals/cr/crEditors.html
In fact, Mike McCracken first pointed out this article to me, and he and I have 
discussed
this a bit. I've cc'd Mike in on this as well, and I've included Peck too. I told 
Mike that
I believed our only choice was to ignore this paper. They've already achieved what 



they
wanted--the claim of a peer-reviewed paper. There is nothing we can do about that 
now, but
the last thing we want to do is bring attention to this paper, which will be 
ignored by the
community on the whole...
It is pretty clear that thee skeptics here have staged a bit of a coup, even in 
the
presence of a number of reasonable folks on the editorial board (Whetton, Goodess, 
...). My
guess is that Von Storch is actually with them (frankly, he's an odd individual, 
and I'm
not sure he isn't himself somewhat of a skeptic himself), and without Von Storch 
on their
side, they would have a very forceful personality promoting their new vision.
There have been several papers by Pat Michaels, as well as the Soon & Baliunas 
paper, that
couldn't get published in a reputable journal.
This was the danger of always criticising the skeptics for not publishing in the
"peer-reviewed literature". Obviously, they found a solution to that--take over a 
journal!
So what do we do about this? I think we have to stop considering "Climate 
Research" as a
legitimate peer-reviewed journal. Perhaps we should encourage our colleagues in 
the climate
research community to no longer submit to, or cite papers in, this journal. We 
would also
need to consider what we tell or request of our more reasonable colleagues who 
currently
sit on the editorial board...
What do others think?
mike
At 08:49 AM 3/11/2003 +0000, Phil Jones wrote:

A

Dear All,
Apologies for sending this again. I was expecting a stack of emails this morning
in
response, but I inadvertently left Mike off (mistake in pasting) and picked up 
Tom's
old
address. Tom is busy though with another offspring !
I looked briefly at the paper last night and it is appalling - worst word I can
think of today
without the mood pepper appearing on the email ! I'll have time to read more at 
the
weekend
as I'm coming to the US for the DoE CCPP meeting at Charleston. Added Ed, Peck and
Keith A.
onto this list as well. I would like to have time to rise to the bait, but I have 
so
much else on at
the moment. As a few of us will be at the EGS/AGU meet in Nice, we should consider 
what
to do there.
The phrasing of the questions at the start of the paper determine the answer they
get. They
have no idea what multiproxy averaging does. By their logic, I could argue 1998 
wasn't



the
warmest year globally, because it wasn't the warmest everywhere. With their LIA 
being
1300-
1900 and their MWP xxx xxxx xxxx, there appears (at my quick first reading) no 
discussion of
synchroneity of the cool/warm periods. Even with the instrumental record, the 
early and
late
20th century warming periods are only significant locally at between 10-20% of 
grid
boxes.
Writing this I am becoming more convinced we should do something - even if this is
just
to state once and for all what we mean by the LIA and MWP. I think the skeptics 
will
use
this paper to their own ends and it will set paleo back a number of years if it 
goes
unchallenged.
I will be emailing the journal to tell them I'm having nothing more to do with it
until they
rid themselves of this troublesome editor. A CRU person is on the editorial board, 
but
papers
get dealt with by the editor assigned by Hans von Storch.
Cheers
Phil
Dear all,
Tim Osborn has just come across this. Best to ignore probably, so don't let it
spoil your
day. I've not looked at it yet. It results from this journal having a number of
editors. The
responsible one for this is a well-known skeptic in NZ. He has let a few papers
through by
Michaels and Gray in the past. I've had words with Hans von Storch about this, but 
got
nowhere.
Another thing to discuss in Nice !
Cheers
Phil

P

X-Sender: f055@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.1
Date: Mon, 10 Mar 2003 14:32:14 +0000
To: p.jones@uea
From: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Soon & Baliunas
Dr Timothy J Osborn | phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
Senior Research Associate | fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
Climatic Research Unit | e-mail: t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
School of Environmental Sciences | web-site:
University of East Anglia __________| [2]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/
Norwich NR4 7TJ | sunclock:
UK | [3]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/sunclock.htm
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Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx



School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

-

______________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[4]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
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From: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
"Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>,tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
Subject: Fwd: Soon & Baliunas
Date: Tue, 11 Mar 2003 08:49:22 +0000
Cc: k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,jto@u.arizona.edu,drdendro@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
keith.alverson@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

k

<x-flowed>

<

Dear All,
Apologies for sending this again. I was expecting a stack of emails
this morning in
response, but I inadvertently left Mike off (mistake in pasting) and
picked up Tom's old
address. Tom is busy though with another offspring !
I looked briefly at the paper last night and it is appalling - worst
word I can think of today
without the mood pepper appearing on the email ! I'll have time to read
more at the weekend
as I'm coming to the US for the DoE CCPP meeting at Charleston. Added Ed,
Peck and Keith A.
onto this list as well. I would like to have time to rise to the bait,
but I have so much else on at
the moment. As a few of us will be at the EGS/AGU meet in Nice, we should
consider what
to do there.
The phrasing of the questions at the start of the paper determine the
answer they get. They
have no idea what multiproxy averaging does. By their logic, I could
argue 1998 wasn't the
warmest year globally, because it wasn't the warmest everywhere. With



their LIA being 1300-
1900 and their MWP xxx xxxx xxxx, there appears (at my quick first reading) no
discussion of
synchroneity of the cool/warm periods. Even with the instrumental record,
the early and late
20th century warming periods are only significant locally at between
10-20% of grid boxes.
Writing this I am becoming more convinced we should do something -
even if this is just
to state once and for all what we mean by the LIA and MWP. I think the
skeptics will use
this paper to their own ends and it will set paleo back a number of years
if it goes
unchallenged.

u

I will be emailing the journal to tell them I'm having nothing more
to do with it until they
rid themselves of this troublesome editor. A CRU person is on the
editorial board, but papers
get dealt with by the editor assigned by Hans von Storch.

g

Cheers
Phil

P

Dear all,
Tim Osborn has just come across this. Best to ignore probably, so
don't let it spoil your
day. I've not looked at it yet. It results from this journal having a
number of editors. The
responsible one for this is a well-known skeptic in NZ. He has let a few
papers through by
Michaels and Gray in the past. I've had words with Hans von Storch about
this, but got nowhere.
Another thing to discuss in Nice !

A

Cheers
Phil

P

>X-Sender: f055@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.1
>Date: Mon, 10 Mar 2003 14:32:14 +0000
>To: p.jones@uea
>From: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
>Subject: Soon & Baliunas
>
>
>
>
>Dr Timothy J Osborn | phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
>Senior Research Associate | fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
>Climatic Research Unit | e-mail: t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
>School of Environmental Sciences | web-site:
>University of East Anglia __________| http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/
>Norwich NR4 7TJ | sunclock:
>UK | http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/sunclock.htm

>

Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
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From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Malcolm Hughes <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
Tom Crowley <tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Fwd: Soon & Baliunas
Date: Wed, 12 Mar 2003 08:12:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx,mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

k

Dear All,
I like Phil's suggestion. I think such a piece would do a lot of good for the 
field. When
something as full of half-truths/mis-truths as the S&B piece is put forth, it 
would be
very useful to have a peer-reviewed review like this, which we all have endorsed 
through
co-authorship, to point to in response. This way, when we get the inevitable "so 
what do
you have to say about this" from our colleagues, we already have a self-contained, 
thorough
rejoinder to point to. I'm sure we won't all agree on every detail, but there is 
enough
commonality in our views on the big issues to make this worthwhile.
Perhaps Phil can go ahead and contact the editorial board at "Reviews of 
Geophysics" and
see if they're interested. If so, Phil and I (and anyone else interested) could 
take the
lead with this, and then we can entrain everyone else in as we proceed with a 
draft, etc.
mike
p.s. Keith: I hope you're feeling well, and that your recovery proceeds quickly!
At 10:02 AM 3/12/2003 +0000, Phil Jones wrote:

A

Dear All,
I agree with all the points being made and the multi-authored article would be a
good idea,
but how do we go about not letting it get buried somewhere. Can we not address the
misconceptions by finally coming up with definitive dates for the LIA and MWP and
redefining what we think the terms really mean? With all of us and more on the 
paper,
it should
carry a lot of weight. In a way we will be setting the agenda for what should be 
being
done
over the next few years.
We do want a reputable journal but is The Holocene the right vehicle. It is



probably the
best of its class of journals out there. Mike and I were asked to write an article 
for
the EGS
journal of Surveys of Geophysics. You've not heard of this - few have, so we 
declined.
However,
it got me thinking that we could try for Reviews of Geophysics. Need to contact 
the
editorial
board to see if this might be possible. Just a thought, but it certainly has a 
high
profile.
What we want to write is NOT the scholarly review a la Jean Grove (bless her soul)
that
just reviews but doesn't come to anything firm. We want a critical review that 
enables
agendas to be set. Ray's recent multi-authored piece goes a lot of the way so we 
need
to build on this.
Cheers
Phil
At 12:55 11/03/xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:

A

HI Malcolm,
Thanks for the feedback--I largely concur. I do, though, think there is a 
particular
problem with "Climate Research". This is where my colleague Pat Michaels now 
publishes
exclusively, and his two closest colleagues are on the editorial board and review 
editor
board. So I promise you, we'll see more of this there, and I personally think 
there *is*
a bigger problem with the "messenger" in this case...
But the Soon and Baliunas paper is its own, separate issue too. I too like Tom's 
latter
idea, of a more hefty multi-authored piece in an appropriate journal 
(Paleoceanography?
Holocene?) that seeks to correct a number of misconceptions out there, perhaps 
using
Baliunas and Soon as a case study ('poster child'?), but taking on a slightly 
greater
territory too.
Question is, who would take the lead role. I *know* we're all very busy,
mike
At 10:28 AM 3/11/xxx xxxx xxxx, Malcolm Hughes wrote:

A

I'm with Tom on this. In a way it comes back to a rant of mine
to which some of you have already been victim. The general
point is that there are two arms of climatology:
neoclimatology - what you do based on instrumental records
and direct, systematic observations in networks - all set in a
very Late Holocene/Anthropocene time with hourly to decadal
interests.
paleoclimatology - stuff from rocks, etc., where major changes
in the Earth system, including its climate, associated with
major changes in boundary conditions, may be detected by
examination of one or a handful of paleo records.



Between these two is what we do - "mesoclimatology" -
dealing with many of the same phenomena as neoclimatology,
using documentary and natural archives to look at phenomena
on interannual to millennial time scales. Given relatively small
changes in boundary conditions (until the last couple of
centuries), mesoclimatology has to work in a way that is very
similar to neoclimatology. Most notably, it depends on heavily
replicated networks of precisely dated records capable of
being either calibrated, or whose relationship to climate may
be modeled accuarately and precisely.
Because this distinction is not recognized by many (e.g.
Sonnechkin, Broecker, Karlen) we see an accumulation of
misguided attempts at describing the climate of recent
millennia. It would be better to head this off in general, rather
than draw attention to a bad paper. After all, as Tom rightly
says, we could all nominate really bad papers that have been
published in journals of outstanding reputation (although there
could well be differences between our lists).
End of rant, Cheers, Malcolm
> Hi guys,
>
> junk gets published in lots of places. I think that what could be
> done is a short reply to the authors in Climate Research OR a SLIGHTLY
> longer note in a reputable journal entitled something like "Continuing
> Misconceptions About interpretation of past climate change." I kind
> of like the more pointed character of the latter and submitting it as
> a short note with a group authorship carries a heft that a reply to a
> paper, in no matter what journal, does not.
>
> Tom
>
>
>
> > Dear All,
> > Apologies for sending this again. I was expecting a stack of
> >emails this morning in
> > response, but I inadvertently left Mike off (mistake in pasting)
> >and picked up Tom's old
> > address. Tom is busy though with another offspring !
> > I looked briefly at the paper last night and it is appalling -
> >worst word I can think of today
> > without the mood pepper appearing on the email ! I'll have time to
> >read more at the weekend
> > as I'm coming to the US for the DoE CCPP meeting at Charleston.
> >Added Ed, Peck and Keith A.
> > onto this list as well. I would like to have time to rise to the
> >bait, but I have so much else on at
> > the moment. As a few of us will be at the EGS/AGU meet in Nice, we
> >should consider what
> > to do there.
> > The phrasing of the questions at the start of the paper
> >determine the answer they get. They
> > have no idea what multiproxy averaging does. By their logic, I
> >could argue 1998 wasn't the
> > warmest year globally, because it wasn't the warmest everywhere.
> >With their LIA being 1300-
> >1900 and their MWP xxx xxxx xxxx, there appears (at my quick first
> >reading) no discussion of



> > synchroneity of the cool/warm periods. Even with the instrumental
> >record, the early and late
> > 20th century warming periods are only significant locally at
> >between 10-20% of grid boxes.
> > Writing this I am becoming more convinced we should do
> >something - even if this is just
> > to state once and for all what we mean by the LIA and MWP. I think
> >the skeptics will use
> > this paper to their own ends and it will set paleo back a number of
> >
> >years if it goes
> > unchallenged.
> >
> > I will be emailing the journal to tell them I'm having
> >nothing more to do with it until they
> > rid themselves of this troublesome editor. A CRU person is on the
> >editorial board, but papers
> > get dealt with by the editor assigned by Hans von Storch.
> >
> > Cheers
> > Phil
> >
> > Dear all,
> > Tim Osborn has just come across this. Best to ignore
> >probably, so don't let it spoil your
> > day. I've not looked at it yet. It results from this journal
> >having a number of editors. The
> > responsible one for this is a well-known skeptic in NZ. He has let
> >
> >a few papers through by
> > Michaels and Gray in the past. I've had words with Hans von Storch
> >
> >about this, but got nowhere.
> > Another thing to discuss in Nice !
> >
> > Cheers
> > Phil
> >
> >>X-Sender: f055@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> >>X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.1
> >>Date: Mon, 10 Mar 2003 14:32:14 +0000
> >>To: p.jones@uea
> >>From: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
> >>Subject: Soon & Baliunas
> >>
> >>
> >>
> >>Dr Timothy J Osborn | phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
> >>Senior Research Associate | fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
> >>Climatic Research Unit | e-mail: t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> >>School of Environmental Sciences | web-site: University of East
> >>Anglia __________| [1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/ Norwich NR4
> >>7TJ | sunclock: UK |
> >>[2]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/sunclock.htm
> >
> >Prof. Phil Jones
> >Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
> >School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx



> >University of East Anglia
> >Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> >NR4 7TJ
> >UK
> >---------------------------------------------------------------------
> >-------
> >
> >
> >Attachment converted: Macintosh HD:Soon & Baliunas 2003.pdf (PDF
> >/CARO) (00016021)
>
>
> --
> Thomas J. Crowley
> Nicholas Professor of Earth Systems Science
> Dept. of Earth and Ocean Sciences
> Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences
> Box 90227
> 103 Old Chem Building Duke University
> Durham, NC 27708
>
> tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> xxx xxxx xxxx
> xxx xxxx xxxxfax
Malcolm Hughes
Professor of Dendrochronology
Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research
University of Arizona
Tucson, AZ 85721
xxx xxxx xxxx
fax xxx xxxx xxxx

f

_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[3]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
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Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

-

______________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[4]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
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From: Tom Crowley <tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Fwd: Soon & Baliunas
Date: Wed, 12 Mar 2003 09:15:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Malcolm Hughes 
<mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Tom Crowley <tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

mmm

Phil et al,

PPP

I suggest either BAMS or Eos - the latter would probably be better because it is 
shorter,
quicker, has a wide distribution, and all the points that need to be made have 
been made
before.

bbb

rather than dwelling on Soon and Baliunas I think the message should be pointedly 
made
against all of the standard claptrap being dredged up.

aaa

I suggest two figures- one on time series and another showing the spatial array of
temperatures at one point in the Middle Ages. I produced a few of those for the 
Ambio
paper but already have one ready for the Greenland settlement period xxx xxxx 
xxxxshowing the
regional nature of the warmth in that figure. we could add a few new sites to it, 
but if
people think otherwise we could of course go in some other direction.

ppp

rather than getting into the delicate question of which paleo reconstruction to 
use I
suggest that we show a time series that is an eof of the different reconstructions 
- one
that emphasizes the commonality of the message.

tt



t

Tom

TTTT

Dear All,
I agree with all the points being made and the multi-authored article would be a
good idea,
but how do we go about not letting it get buried somewhere. Can we not address the
misconceptions by finally coming up with definitive dates for the LIA and MWP and
redefining what we think the terms really mean? With all of us and more on the 
paper,
it should
carry a lot of weight. In a way we will be setting the agenda for what should be 
being
done
over the next few years.
We do want a reputable journal but is The Holocene the right vehicle. It is
probably the
best of its class of journals out there. Mike and I were asked to write an article 
for
the EGS
journal of Surveys of Geophysics. You've not heard of this - few have, so we 
declined.
However,
it got me thinking that we could try for Reviews of Geophysics. Need to contact 
the
editorial
board to see if this might be possible. Just a thought, but it certainly has a 
high
profile.
What we want to write is NOT the scholarly review a la Jean Grove (bless her soul)
that
just reviews but doesn't come to anything firm. We want a critical review that 
enables
agendas to be set. Ray's recent multi-authored piece goes a lot of the way so we 
need
to build on this.
Cheers
Phil
At 12:55 11/03/xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:

A

HI Malcolm,
Thanks for the feedback--I largely concur. I do, though, think there is a 
particular
problem with "Climate Research". This is where my colleague Pat Michaels now 
publishes
exclusively, and his two closest colleagues are on the editorial board and review 
editor
board. So I promise you, we'll see more of this there, and I personally think 
there *is*
a bigger problem with the "messenger" in this case...
But the Soon and Baliunas paper is its own, separate issue too. I too like Tom's 
latter
idea, of a more hefty multi-authored piece in an appropriate journal 
(Paleoceanography?
Holocene?) that seeks to correct a number of misconceptions out there, perhaps 



using
Baliunas and Soon as a case study ('poster child'?), but taking on a slightly 
greater
territory too.
Question is, who would take the lead role. I *know* we're all very busy,
mike
At 10:28 AM 3/11/xxx xxxx xxxx, Malcolm Hughes wrote:

A

I'm with Tom on this. In a way it comes back to a rant of mine
to which some of you have already been victim. The general
point is that there are two arms of climatology:
neoclimatology - what you do based on instrumental records

n

and direct, systematic observations in networks - all set in a

a

very Late Holocene/Anthropocene time with hourly to decadal

v

interests.

i

paleoclimatology - stuff from rocks, etc., where major changes
in the Earth system, including its climate, associated with

i

major changes in boundary conditions, may be detected by
examination of one or a handful of paleo records.
Between these two is what we do - "mesoclimatology" -
dealing with many of the same phenomena as neoclimatology,
using documentary and natural archives to look at phenomena
on interannual to millennial time scales. Given relatively small
changes in boundary conditions (until the last couple of
centuries), mesoclimatology has to work in a way that is very
similar to neoclimatology. Most notably, it depends on heavily
replicated networks of precisely dated records capable of
being either calibrated, or whose relationship to climate may
be modeled accuarately and precisely.
Because this distinction is not recognized by many (e.g.
Sonnechkin, Broecker, Karlen) we see an accumulation of
misguided attempts at describing the climate of recent
millennia. It would be better to head this off in general, rather
than draw attention to a bad paper. After all, as Tom rightly
says, we could all nominate really bad papers that have been
published in journals of outstanding reputation (although there
could well be differences between our lists).
End of rant, Cheers, Malcolm
> Hi guys,
>
> junk gets published in lots of places. I think that what could be
> done is a short reply to the authors in Climate Research OR a SLIGHTLY
> longer note in a reputable journal entitled something like "Continuing
> Misconceptions About interpretation of past climate change." I kind
> of like the more pointed character of the latter and submitting it as
> a short note with a group authorship carries a heft that a reply to a
> paper, in no matter what journal, does not.
>
> Tom
>
>
>
> > Dear All,



> > Apologies for sending this again. I was expecting a stack of
> >emails this morning in
> > response, but I inadvertently left Mike off (mistake in pasting)
> >and picked up Tom's old
> > address. Tom is busy though with another offspring !
> > I looked briefly at the paper last night and it is appalling -
> >worst word I can think of today
> > without the mood pepper appearing on the email ! I'll have time to
> >read more at the weekend
> > as I'm coming to the US for the DoE CCPP meeting at Charleston.
> >Added Ed, Peck and Keith A.
> > onto this list as well. I would like to have time to rise to the
> >bait, but I have so much else on at
> > the moment. As a few of us will be at the EGS/AGU meet in Nice, we
> >should consider what
> > to do there.
> > The phrasing of the questions at the start of the paper
> >determine the answer they get. They
> > have no idea what multiproxy averaging does. By their logic, I
> >could argue 1998 wasn't the
> > warmest year globally, because it wasn't the warmest everywhere.
> >With their LIA being 1300-
> >1900 and their MWP xxx xxxx xxxx, there appears (at my quick first
> >reading) no discussion of
> > synchroneity of the cool/warm periods. Even with the instrumental
> >record, the early and late
> > 20th century warming periods are only significant locally at
> >between 10-20% of grid boxes.
> > Writing this I am becoming more convinced we should do
> >something - even if this is just
> > to state once and for all what we mean by the LIA and MWP. I think
> >the skeptics will use
> > this paper to their own ends and it will set paleo back a number of
> >
> >years if it goes
> > unchallenged.
> >
> > I will be emailing the journal to tell them I'm having
> >nothing more to do with it until they
> > rid themselves of this troublesome editor. A CRU person is on the
> >editorial board, but papers
> > get dealt with by the editor assigned by Hans von Storch.
> >
> > Cheers
> > Phil
> >
> > Dear all,
> > Tim Osborn has just come across this. Best to ignore
> >probably, so don't let it spoil your
> > day. I've not looked at it yet. It results from this journal
> >having a number of editors. The
> > responsible one for this is a well-known skeptic in NZ. He has let
> >
> >a few papers through by
> > Michaels and Gray in the past. I've had words with Hans von Storch

>

> >
> >about this, but got nowhere.



> > Another thing to discuss in Nice !
> >
> > Cheers
> > Phil
> >
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From: Scott Rutherford <srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
To: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
Subject: Re: Soon & Baliunas
Date: Wed, 12 Mar 2003 10:53:xxx xxxx xxxx
Cc: Tom Crowley <tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, Phil Jones <p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, 
Malcolm Hughes <mhughes@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>, rbradley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, 
k.briffa@xxxxxxxxx.xxx, t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

k

<x-rich>Dear All,

<<

First, I'd be willing to handle the data and the plotting/mapping.
Second, regarding Mike's suggestions, if we use different reference
periods for the reconstructions and the models we need to be extremely
careful about the differences. Not having seen what this will look
like, I suggest that we start with the same instrumental reference
period for both (1xxx xxxx xxxx). If you are willing to send me your series
please send the raw (i.e. unfiltered) series. That way I can treat
them all the same. We can then decide how we want to display the
results.

rr

Finally, Tom's suggestion of Eos struck me as a great way to get a
short, pointed story out to the most people (though I have no feel for



the international distribution). My sense (being relatively new to
this field compared to everyone else) is that within the neo- and
mesoclimate research community there is a (relatively small?) group of
people who don't or won't "get it" and there is nothing we can do
about them aside from continuing to publish quality work in quality
journals (or calling in a Mafia hit). Those (e.g. us) who are
engrossed in the issues and are aware of all the literature should be
able to distinguish between well done and poor work. Should then the
intent of this proposed contribution be to education those who are not
directly involved in MWP/LIA issues including those both on the
perifery of the issue as well as those outside? If so, then the issue
that Phil raised about not letting it get buried is significant and I
think Eos is a great way to get people to see it.

tt

Cheers,

CC

Scott

SS

On Wednesday, March 12, 2003, at 10:32 AM, Michael E. Mann wrote:

OO

<excerpt>p.s. The idea of both a representative time-slice spatial
plot emphasizing the spatial variability of e.g. the MWP or LIA, and
an EOF analysis of all the records is a great idea. I'd like to
suggest a small modification of the latter:

ss

I would suggest we show 2 curves, representing the 1st PC of two
different groups, one of empirical reconstructions, the other of model
simulations, rather than just one in the time plot.

ss

Group #1 could include:

GG

1) Crowley & Lowery

1

2) Mann et al 1999

2

3) Bradley and Jones 1995

3

4) Jones et al, 1998

4

5) Briffa et al 200X? [Keith/Tim to provide their preferred MXD
reconstruction]

r

6) Esper et al [yes, no?--one series that differs from the others
won't make much of a difference]

ww

I would suggest we scale the resulting PC to the CRU 1xxx xxxx xxxxannual
Northern Hemisphere mean instrumental record, which should overlap w/
all of the series, and which pre-dates the MXD decline issue...

aa



Group #2 would include various model simulations using different
forcings, and with slightly different sensitivities. This could
include 6 or so simulation results:

ii

1) 3 series from Crowley (2000) [based on different solar/volcanic
reconstructions],

r

2) 2 series from Gerber et al (Bern modeling group result) [based on
different assumed sensitivities]

d

1) Bauer et al series (Claussen group EMIC result) [includes 19th/20th
century land use changes as a forcing].

cc

I would suggest that the model's 20th century mean is aligned with the
20th century instrumental N.Hem mean for comparison (since this is
when we know the forcings best).

www

I'd like to nominate Scott R. as the collector of the time series and
the performer of the EOF analyses, scaling, and plotting, since Scott
already has many of the series and many of the appropriate analysis
and plotting tools set up to do this.

aa

We could each send our preferred versions of our respective time
series to Scott as an ascii attachment, etc.

ss

thoughts, comments?

tt

thanks,

tt

mike

mm

At 10:08 AM 3/12/2xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:

AA

Thanks Tom,

TT

Either would be good, but Eos is an especially good idea. Both Ellen
M-T and Keith Alverson are on the editorial board there, so I think
there would be some receptiveness to such a submission.t

tt

I see this as complementary to other pieces that we have written or
are currently writing (e.g. a review that Ray, Malcolm, and Henry Diaz
are doing for Science on the MWP) and this should proceed entirely
independently of that.

ii

If there is group interest in taking this tack, I'd be happy to



contact Ellen/Keith about the potential interest in Eos, or I'd be
happy to let Tom or Phil to take the lead too...

hh

Comments?

CC

mike

mm

At 09:15 AM 3/12/2xxx xxxx xxxx, Tom Crowley wrote:

AAAAAAAAAAAA

<smaller>Phil et al,

<

</smaller>

<

<smaller>I suggest either BAMS or Eos - the latter would probably be
better because it is shorter, quicker, has a wide distribution, and
all the points that need to be made have been made before.

a

</smaller>

<

<smaller>rather than dwelling on Soon and Baliunas I think the message
should be pointedly made against all of the standard claptrap being
dredged up.

d

</smaller>

<

<smaller>I suggest two figures- one on time series and another showing
the spatial array of temperatures at one point in the Middle Ages. I
produced a few of those for the Ambio paper but already have one ready
for the Greenland settlement period xxx xxxx xxxxshowing the regional
nature of the warmth in that figure. we could add a few new sites to
it, but if people think otherwise we could of course go in some other
direction.

d

</smaller>

<

<smaller>rather than getting into the delicate question of which paleo
reconstruction to use I suggest that we show a time series that is an
eof of the different reconstructions - one that emphasizes the
commonality of the message.

c

</smaller>

<

<smaller>Tom

<



</smaller>

<<<<

Dear All,

D

I agree with all the points being made and the multi-authored
article would be a good idea,

a

but how do we go about not letting it get buried somewhere. Can we
not address the

n

misconceptions by finally coming up with definitive dates for the LIA
and MWP and

a

redefining what we think the terms really mean? With all of us and
more on the paper, it should

m

carry a lot of weight. In a way we will be setting the agenda for
what should be being done

w

over the next few years.

o

We do want a reputable journal but is The Holocene the right
vehicle. It is probably the

v

best of its class of journals out there. Mike and I were asked to
write an article for the EGS

w

journal of Surveys of Geophysics. You've not heard of this - few
have, so we declined. However,

h

it got me thinking that we could try for Reviews of Geophysics. Need
to contact the editorial

t

board to see if this might be possible. Just a thought, but it
certainly has a high profile.

c

What we want to write is NOT the scholarly review a la Jean Grove
(bless her soul) that

(

just reviews but doesn't come to anything firm. We want a critical
review that enables

r

agendas to be set. Ray's recent multi-authored piece goes a lot of
the way so we need

t

to build on this.

tt

Cheers

C

Phil

PPPP



At 12:55 11/03/xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:

AA

HI Malcolm,

HH

Thanks for the feedback--I largely concur. I do, though, think there
is a particular problem with "Climate Research". This is where my
colleague Pat Michaels now publishes exclusively, and his two closest
colleagues are on the editorial board and review editor board. So I
promise you, we'll see more of this there, and I personally think
there *is* a bigger problem with the "messenger" in this case...

tt

But the Soon and Baliunas paper is its own, separate issue too. I too
like Tom's latter idea, of a more hefty multi-authored piece in an
appropriate journal (Paleoceanography? Holocene?) that seeks to
correct a number of misconceptions out there, perhaps using Baliunas
and Soon as a case study ('poster child'?), but taking on a slightly
greater territory too.

gg

Question is, who would take the lead role. I *know* we're all very
busy,

bb

mike

mm

At 10:28 AM 3/11/xxx xxxx xxxx, Malcolm Hughes wrote:

AA

I'm with Tom on this. In a way it comes back to a rant of mine

I

to which some of you have already been victim. The general

t

point is that there are two arms of climatology:

p

neoclimatology - what you do based on instrumental records

n

and direct, systematic observations in networks - all set in a

a

very Late Holocene/Anthropocene time with hourly to decadal

v

interests.

i

paleoclimatology - stuff from rocks, etc., where major changes

p

in the Earth system, including its climate, associated with

i

major changes in boundary conditions, may be detected by

m

examination of one or a handful of paleo records.

e

Between these two is what we do - "mesoclimatology" -

B

dealing with many of the same phenomena as neoclimatology,

d



using documentary and natural archives to look at phenomena

u

on interannual to millennial time scales. Given relatively small

o

changes in boundary conditions (until the last couple of

c

centuries), mesoclimatology has to work in a way that is very

c

similar to neoclimatology. Most notably, it depends on heavily

s

replicated networks of precisely dated records capable of

r

being either calibrated, or whose relationship to climate may

b

be modeled accuarately and precisely.

b

Because this distinction is not recognized by many (e.g.

B

Sonnechkin, Broecker, Karlen) we see an accumulation of

S

misguided attempts at describing the climate of recent

m

millennia. It would be better to head this off in general, rather

m

than draw attention to a bad paper. After all, as Tom rightly

t

says, we could all nominate really bad papers that have been

s

published in journals of outstanding reputation (although there

p

could well be differences between our lists).

c

End of rant, Cheers, Malcolm

E

> Hi guys,

>

>

>

> junk gets published in lots of places. I think that what could be

>

> done is a short reply to the authors in Climate Research OR a
SLIGHTLY

S

> longer note in a reputable journal entitled something like
"Continuing

"

> Misconceptions About interpretation of past climate change." I kind

>

> of like the more pointed character of the latter and submitting it as

>

> a short note with a group authorship carries a heft that a reply to a

>

> paper, in no matter what journal, does not.

>

>

>

> Tom

>



>

>

>

>

>

>

> > Dear All,

>

> > Apologies for sending this again. I was expecting a stack of

>

> >emails this morning in

>

> > response, but I inadvertently left Mike off (mistake in pasting)

>

> >and picked up Tom's old

>

> > address. Tom is busy though with another offspring !

>

> > I looked briefly at the paper last night and it is appalling -

>

> >worst word I can think of today

>

> > without the mood pepper appearing on the email ! I'll have time to

>

> >read more at the weekend

>

> > as I'm coming to the US for the DoE CCPP meeting at Charleston.

>

> >Added Ed, Peck and Keith A.

>

> > onto this list as well. I would like to have time to rise to the

>

> >bait, but I have so much else on at

>

> > the moment. As a few of us will be at the EGS/AGU meet in Nice, we

>

> >should consider what

>

> > to do there.

>

> > The phrasing of the questions at the start of the paper

>

> >determine the answer they get. They

>

> > have no idea what multiproxy averaging does. By their logic, I

>

> >could argue 1998 wasn't the

>

> > warmest year globally, because it wasn't the warmest everywhere.

>

> >With their LIA being 1300-

>

> >1900 and their MWP xxx xxxx xxxx, there appears (at my quick first

>

> >reading) no discussion of

>

> > synchroneity of the cool/warm periods. Even with the instrumental

>



> >record, the early and late

>

> > 20th century warming periods are only significant locally at

>

> >between 10-20% of grid boxes.

>

> > Writing this I am becoming more convinced we should do

>

> >something - even if this is just

>

> > to state once and for all what we mean by the LIA and MWP. I think

>

> >the skeptics will use

>

> > this paper to their own ends and it will set paleo back a number
of

o

> >

>

> >years if it goes

>

> > unchallenged.

>

> >

>

> > I will be emailing the journal to tell them I'm having

>

> >nothing more to do with it until they

>

> > rid themselves of this troublesome editor. A CRU person is on the

>

> >editorial board, but papers

>

> > get dealt with by the editor assigned by Hans von Storch.

>

> >

>

> > Cheers

>

> > Phil

>

> >

>

> > Dear all,

>

> > Tim Osborn has just come across this. Best to ignore

>

> >probably, so don't let it spoil your

>

> > day. I've not looked at it yet. It results from this journal

>

> >having a number of editors. The

>

> > responsible one for this is a well-known skeptic in NZ. He has
let

l

> >

>



> >a few papers through by

>

> > Michaels and Gray in the past. I've had words with Hans von
Storch

S

> >

>

> >about this, but got nowhere.

>

> > Another thing to discuss in Nice !

>

> >

>

> > Cheers

>

> > Phil

>

> >

>

> >>X-Sender: f055@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

>

> >>X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.1

>

> >>Date: Mon, 10 Mar 2003 14:32:14 +0000

>

> >>To: p.jones@uea

>

> >>From: Tim Osborn <<t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>

>

> >>Subject: Soon & Baliunas

>

> >>

>

> >>

>

> >>

>

> >>Dr Timothy J Osborn | phone: xxx xxxx xxxx

>

> >>Senior Research Associate | fax: xxx xxxx xxxx

>

> >>Climatic Research Unit | e-mail: t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

>

> >>School of Environmental Sciences | web-site: University of East

>

> >>Anglia __________|
<underline><color><param>1999,1999,FFFF</param>http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/</co
lor></underline>
Norwich NR4

N

> >>7TJ | sunclock: UK |

>

>
>><underline><color><param>1999,1999,FFFF</param>http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/su
nclock.htm

n

</color></underline>> >

<



> >Prof. Phil Jones

>

> >Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx

>

> >School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx

>

> >University of East Anglia

>

> >Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

>

> >NR4 7TJ

>

> >UK

>

>
>---------------------------------------------------------------------

>

> >-------

>

> >

>

> >

>

> >Attachment converted: Macintosh HD:Soon & Baliunas 2003.pdf (PDF

>

> >/CARO) (00016021)

>

>

>

>

>

> --

>

> Thomas J. Crowley

>

> Nicholas Professor of Earth Systems Science

>

> Dept. of Earth and Ocean Sciences

>

> Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences

>

> Box 90227

>

> 103 Old Chem Building Duke University

>

> Durham, NC 27708

>

>

>

> tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

>

> xxx xxxx xxxx

>

> xxx xxxx xxxxfax

>>

Malcolm Hughes

M



Professor of Dendrochronology

P

Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research

L

University of Arizona

U

Tucson, AZ 85721

T

xxx xxxx xxxx

x

fax xxx xxxx xxxx

fff

_______________________________________________________________________

_

Professor Michael E. Mann

P

Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall

D

University of Virginia

U

Charlottesville, VA 22903

C

_______________________________________________________________________

_

e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx

ee

<underline><color><param>1999,1999,FFFF</param>http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/facult
y/people/mann.shtml</color></underline>

yyy

Prof. Phil Jones

P

Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx

C

School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx

S

University of East Anglia

U

Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

N

NR4 7TJ

N

UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

------

<fixed><bigger>--

<

</bigger></fixed>

<



Thomas J. Crowley

T

Nicholas Professor of Earth Systems Science

N

Dept. of Earth and Ocean Sciences

D

Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences

N

Box 90227

B

103 Old Chem Building Duke University

1

Durham, NC 27708

DD

tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

t

xxx xxxx xxxx

x

xxx xxxx xxxxfax

xxx

<fixed><fontfamily><param>Courier 
New</param>______________________________________________________________

N

</fontfamily></fixed> Professor Michael E. Mann

<

Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall

D

University of Virginia

U

Charlottesville, VA 22903

C

_______________________________________________________________________

_

e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx

ee

<underline><color><param>1999,1999,FFFF</param>http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/facult
y/people/mann.shtml</color></underline>

yyyy

<fixed><fontfamily><param>Courier 
New</param>______________________________________________________________

N

</fontfamily></fixed> Professor Michael E. Mann

<

Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall

D

University of Virginia

U

Charlottesville, VA 22903

C

_______________________________________________________________________

_



e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx

ee

<underline><color><param>1999,1999,FFFF</param>http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/facult
y/people/mann.shtml

y

</color></underline></excerpt>______________________________________________

<

Scott Rutherford

SS

University of Virginia University of Rhode Island

U

Environmental Sciences Graduate School of Oceanography

E

Clark Hall South Ferry Road

C

Charlottesville, VA 22903 Narragansett, RI 02882

C

srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx

s

phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxx (4xxx xxxx xxxx

p

fax: (4xxx xxxx xxxx (4xxx xxxx xxxx

ff

</x-rich>

<

Original Filename: 1047485263.txt | Return to the index page | Permalink | Earlier 
Emails | Later Emails

E

From: "Michael E. Mann" <mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
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Thanks Scott,
I concur. We may want to try a few different alignment/scaling choices in the end, 
and
then just vote on which we like the best,
Anxious to here others' thoughts on all of this,
mike
At 10:53 AM 3/12/2xxx xxxx xxxx, Scott Rutherford wrote:

A

Dear All,
First, I'd be willing to handle the data and the plotting/mapping. Second, 
regarding
Mike's suggestions, if we use different reference periods for the reconstructions 
and
the models we need to be extremely careful about the differences. Not having seen 
what
this will look like, I suggest that we start with the same instrumental reference 
period
for both (1xxx xxxx xxxx). If you are willing to send me your series please send 
the raw



(i.e. unfiltered) series. That way I can treat them all the same. We can then 
decide how
we want to display the results.
Finally, Tom's suggestion of Eos struck me as a great way to get a short, pointed 
story
out to the most people (though I have no feel for the international distribution). 
My
sense (being relatively new to this field compared to everyone else) is that 
within the
neo- and mesoclimate research community there is a (relatively small?) group of 
people
who don't or won't "get it" and there is nothing we can do about them aside from
continuing to publish quality work in quality journals (or calling in a Mafia 
hit).
Those (e.g. us) who are engrossed in the issues and are aware of all the 
literature
should be able to distinguish between well done and poor work. Should then the 
intent
of this proposed contribution be to education those who are not directly involved 
in
MWP/LIA issues including those both on the perifery of the issue as well as those
outside? If so, then the issue that Phil raised about not letting it get buried is
significant and I think Eos is a great way to get people to see it.
Cheers,
Scott
On Wednesday, March 12, 2003, at 10:32 AM, Michael E. Mann wrote:

O

p.s. The idea of both a representative time-slice spatial plot emphasizing the 
spatial
variability of e.g. the MWP or LIA, and an EOF analysis of all the records is a 
great
idea. I'd like to suggest a small modification of the latter:
I would suggest we show 2 curves, representing the 1st PC of two different groups, 
one
of empirical reconstructions, the other of model simulations, rather than just one 
in
the time plot.
Group #1 could include:
1) Crowley & Lowery
2) Mann et al 1999
3) Bradley and Jones 1995
4) Jones et al, 1998
5) Briffa et al 200X? [Keith/Tim to provide their preferred MXD reconstruction]
6) Esper et al [yes, no?--one series that differs from the others won't make much 
of a
difference]
I would suggest we scale the resulting PC to the CRU 1xxx xxxx xxxxannual Northern
Hemisphere mean instrumental record, which should overlap w/ all of the series, 
and
which pre-dates the MXD decline issue...
Group #2 would include various model simulations using different forcings, and 
with
slightly different sensitivities. This could include 6 or so simulation results:
1) 3 series from Crowley (2000) [based on different solar/volcanic 
reconstructions],
2) 2 series from Gerber et al (Bern modeling group result) [based on different 
assumed
sensitivities]



1) Bauer et al series (Claussen group EMIC result) [includes 19th/20th century 
land use
changes as a forcing].
I would suggest that the model's 20th century mean is aligned with the 20th 
century
instrumental N.Hem mean for comparison (since this is when we know the forcings 
best).
I'd like to nominate Scott R. as the collector of the time series and the 
performer of
the EOF analyses, scaling, and plotting, since Scott already has many of the 
series and
many of the appropriate analysis and plotting tools set up to do this.
We could each send our preferred versions of our respective time series to Scott 
as an
ascii attachment, etc.
thoughts, comments?
thanks,
mike
At 10:08 AM 3/12/2xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:
Thanks Tom,
Either would be good, but Eos is an especially good idea. Both Ellen M-T and Keith
Alverson are on the editorial board there, so I think there would be some 
receptiveness
to such a submission.t
I see this as complementary to other pieces that we have written or are currently
writing (e.g. a review that Ray, Malcolm, and Henry Diaz are doing for Science on 
the
MWP) and this should proceed entirely independently of that.
If there is group interest in taking this tack, I'd be happy to contact 
Ellen/Keith
about the potential interest in Eos, or I'd be happy to let Tom or Phil to take 
the lead
too...
Comments?
mike
At 09:15 AM 3/12/2xxx xxxx xxxx, Tom Crowley wrote:

A

Phil et al,

P

I suggest either BAMS or Eos - the latter would probably be better because it is
shorter, quicker, has a wide distribution, and all the points that need to be made 
have
been made before.

b

rather than dwelling on Soon and Baliunas I think the message should be pointedly 
made
against all of the standard claptrap being dredged up.

a

I suggest two figures- one on time series and another showing the spatial array of
temperatures at one point in the Middle Ages. I produced a few of those for the 
Ambio
paper but already have one ready for the Greenland settlement period xxx xxxx 
xxxxshowing the
regional nature of the warmth in that figure. we could add a few new sites to it, 
but
if people think otherwise we could of course go in some other direction.

i

rather than getting into the delicate question of which paleo reconstruction to 



use I
suggest that we show a time series that is an eof of the different reconstructions 
- one
that emphasizes the commonality of the message.

t

Tom

TT

Dear All,
I agree with all the points being made and the multi-authored article would be a
good idea,
but how do we go about not letting it get buried somewhere. Can we not address the
misconceptions by finally coming up with definitive dates for the LIA and MWP and
redefining what we think the terms really mean? With all of us and more on the 
paper,
it should
carry a lot of weight. In a way we will be setting the agenda for what should be 
being
done
over the next few years.
We do want a reputable journal but is The Holocene the right vehicle. It is
probably the
best of its class of journals out there. Mike and I were asked to write an article 
for
the EGS
journal of Surveys of Geophysics. You've not heard of this - few have, so we 
declined.
However,
it got me thinking that we could try for Reviews of Geophysics. Need to contact 
the
editorial
board to see if this might be possible. Just a thought, but it certainly has a 
high
profile.
What we want to write is NOT the scholarly review a la Jean Grove (bless her soul)
that
just reviews but doesn't come to anything firm. We want a critical review that 
enables
agendas to be set. Ray's recent multi-authored piece goes a lot of the way so we 
need
to build on this.
Cheers
Phil
At 12:55 11/03/xxx xxxx xxxx, Michael E. Mann wrote:
HI Malcolm,
Thanks for the feedback--I largely concur. I do, though, think there is a 
particular
problem with "Climate Research". This is where my colleague Pat Michaels now 
publishes
exclusively, and his two closest colleagues are on the editorial board and review 
editor
board. So I promise you, we'll see more of this there, and I personally think 
there *is*
a bigger problem with the "messenger" in this case...
But the Soon and Baliunas paper is its own, separate issue too. I too like Tom's 
latter
idea, of a more hefty multi-authored piece in an appropriate journal 
(Paleoceanography?



Holocene?) that seeks to correct a number of misconceptions out there, perhaps 
using
Baliunas and Soon as a case study ('poster child'?), but taking on a slightly 
greater
territory too.
Question is, who would take the lead role. I *know* we're all very busy,
mike
At 10:28 AM 3/11/xxx xxxx xxxx, Malcolm Hughes wrote:
I'm with Tom on this. In a way it comes back to a rant of mine
to which some of you have already been victim. The general
point is that there are two arms of climatology:
neoclimatology - what you do based on instrumental records
and direct, systematic observations in networks - all set in a
very Late Holocene/Anthropocene time with hourly to decadal
interests.
paleoclimatology - stuff from rocks, etc., where major changes
in the Earth system, including its climate, associated with
major changes in boundary conditions, may be detected by
examination of one or a handful of paleo records.
Between these two is what we do - "mesoclimatology" -
dealing with many of the same phenomena as neoclimatology,
using documentary and natural archives to look at phenomena
on interannual to millennial time scales. Given relatively small
changes in boundary conditions (until the last couple of
centuries), mesoclimatology has to work in a way that is very
similar to neoclimatology. Most notably, it depends on heavily
replicated networks of precisely dated records capable of
being either calibrated, or whose relationship to climate may
be modeled accuarately and precisely.
Because this distinction is not recognized by many (e.g.
Sonnechkin, Broecker, Karlen) we see an accumulation of
misguided attempts at describing the climate of recent
millennia. It would be better to head this off in general, rather
than draw attention to a bad paper. After all, as Tom rightly
says, we could all nominate really bad papers that have been
published in journals of outstanding reputation (although there
could well be differences between our lists).
End of rant, Cheers, Malcolm
> Hi guys,
>
> junk gets published in lots of places. I think that what could be
> done is a short reply to the authors in Climate Research OR a SLIGHTLY
> longer note in a reputable journal entitled something like "Continuing
> Misconceptions About interpretation of past climate change." I kind
> of like the more pointed character of the latter and submitting it as
> a short note with a group authorship carries a heft that a reply to a
> paper, in no matter what journal, does not.
>
> Tom
>
>
>
> > Dear All,
> > Apologies for sending this again. I was expecting a stack of
> >emails this morning in
> > response, but I inadvertently left Mike off (mistake in pasting)
> >and picked up Tom's old
> > address. Tom is busy though with another offspring !



> > I looked briefly at the paper last night and it is appalling -
> >worst word I can think of today
> > without the mood pepper appearing on the email ! I'll have time to
> >read more at the weekend
> > as I'm coming to the US for the DoE CCPP meeting at Charleston.
> >Added Ed, Peck and Keith A.
> > onto this list as well. I would like to have time to rise to the
> >bait, but I have so much else on at
> > the moment. As a few of us will be at the EGS/AGU meet in Nice, we
> >should consider what
> > to do there.
> > The phrasing of the questions at the start of the paper
> >determine the answer they get. They
> > have no idea what multiproxy averaging does. By their logic, I
> >could argue 1998 wasn't the
> > warmest year globally, because it wasn't the warmest everywhere.
> >With their LIA being 1300-
> >1900 and their MWP xxx xxxx xxxx, there appears (at my quick first
> >reading) no discussion of
> > synchroneity of the cool/warm periods. Even with the instrumental
> >record, the early and late
> > 20th century warming periods are only significant locally at
> >between 10-20% of grid boxes.
> > Writing this I am becoming more convinced we should do
> >something - even if this is just
> > to state once and for all what we mean by the LIA and MWP. I think
> >the skeptics will use
> > this paper to their own ends and it will set paleo back a number of
> >
> >years if it goes
> > unchallenged.
> >
> > I will be emailing the journal to tell them I'm having
> >nothing more to do with it until they
> > rid themselves of this troublesome editor. A CRU person is on the
> >editorial board, but papers
> > get dealt with by the editor assigned by Hans von Storch.
> >
> > Cheers
> > Phil
> >
> > Dear all,
> > Tim Osborn has just come across this. Best to ignore
> >probably, so don't let it spoil your
> > day. I've not looked at it yet. It results from this journal
> >having a number of editors. The
> > responsible one for this is a well-known skeptic in NZ. He has let
> >
> >a few papers through by
> > Michaels and Gray in the past. I've had words with Hans von Storch
> >
> >about this, but got nowhere.
> > Another thing to discuss in Nice !
> >
> > Cheers
> > Phil
> >
> >>X-Sender: f055@xxxxxxxxx.xxx



> >>X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.1
> >>Date: Mon, 10 Mar 2003 14:32:14 +0000
> >>To: p.jones@uea
> >>From: Tim Osborn <t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx>
> >>Subject: Soon & Baliunas
> >>
> >>
> >>
> >>Dr Timothy J Osborn | phone: xxx xxxx xxxx
> >>Senior Research Associate | fax: xxx xxxx xxxx
> >>Climatic Research Unit | e-mail: t.osborn@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> >>School of Environmental Sciences | web-site: University of East
> >>Anglia __________| [1]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/ Norwich NR4
> >>7TJ | sunclock: UK |
> >>[2]http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/~timo/sunclock.htm
> >
> >Prof. Phil Jones
> >Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
> >School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
> >University of East Anglia
> >Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> >NR4 7TJ
> >UK
> >---------------------------------------------------------------------
> >-------
> >
> >
> >Attachment converted: Macintosh HD:Soon & Baliunas 2003.pdf (PDF
> >/CARO) (00016021)
>
>
> --
> Thomas J. Crowley
> Nicholas Professor of Earth Systems Science
> Dept. of Earth and Ocean Sciences
> Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences
> Box 90227
> 103 Old Chem Building Duke University
> Durham, NC 27708
>
> tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
> xxx xxxx xxxx
> xxx xxxx xxxxfax
Malcolm Hughes
Professor of Dendrochronology
Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research
University of Arizona
Tucson, AZ 85721
xxx xxxx xxxx
fax xxx xxxx xxxx
_______________________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[3]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml



Prof. Phil Jones
Climatic Research Unit Telephone +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
School of Environmental Sciences Fax +44 xxx xxxx xxxx
University of East Anglia
Norwich Email p.jones@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
NR4 7TJ
UK
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

-

--
Thomas J. Crowley
Nicholas Professor of Earth Systems Science
Dept. of Earth and Ocean Sciences
Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences
Box 90227
103 Old Chem Building Duke University
Durham, NC 27708
tcrowley@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
xxx xxxx xxxx
xxx xxxx xxxxfax
______________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[4]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
______________________________________________________________
Professor Michael E. Mann
Department of Environmental Sciences, Clark Hall
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
_______________________________________________________________________
e-mail: mann@xxxxxxxxx.xxx Phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxxFAX: (4xxx xxxx xxxx
[5]http://www.evsc.virginia.edu/faculty/people/mann.shtml
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______________________________________________
Scott Rutherford
University of Virginia University of Rhode Island
Environmental Sciences Graduate School of Oceanography
Clark Hall South Ferry Road
Charlottesville, VA 22xxx xxxx xxxxNarragansett, RI 02882
srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx srutherford@xxxxxxxxx.xxx
phone: (4xxx xxxx xxxx (4xxx xxxx xxxx
fax: (4xxx xxxx xxxx (4xxx xxxx xxxx
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